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LONDON, APRIL 30, 1864. 
————- 

A Paruiamentary Return has recently been printed, 
which shows the business of the West Indian Incumbered 
Estates Court since the 17th July, 1862, the date of the 
Act authorising commissions or percentages. The Act 
was passed shortly after the adoption of the original 
Act by Jamaica. The return extends over very nearly 
the same period, and is substantially in the same form as 
the return of the Land Registry, to which we drew atten- 
tion in our number of the 19th March, 1864, but it is 
more satisfactory in its results. It shows, first, 9 estates, 
comprising together 7,944 acres, sold, and the purchase- 
moneys fully administered ; secondly, 19 estates, compri- 
sing together 27,605 acres, sold, and the purchase-moneys 
in course of administration; thirdly, 30 estates, com- 
prising in the whole 15,389 acres, for the sale of which 
petitions are now pending, with the dates of sales when 
fixed, which is mostly the case ; fourthly, not one peti- 
tion withdrawn, although an application for the with- 
drawal of one is anticipated ; and, lastly, the receipt of 
commissions or percentages and fees, amounting to 
£416 6s., against a corresponding credit of the Land 
oo ad £180. Considering that the administration 
of the West Indian Commission (to the efficiency of 
which we have on former occasions testified) is conducted 
at an expense of about £1,600 per annum, and the Land 
Registry at an expense of about £5,000 per annum, the 
last item of this return is a most important feature. 

A general deduction from these two returns appears to 
be the practical superiority of the principle of judicial 
sales as exemplified in this court and the Irish court 
over the principle of voluntary ss as oe 
by the Lord Chancellor's Act. The object of both is 
the simplification of titles; but whilst the latter is 
more ambitious in its aims, the former alone appears to 
be in practical demand. 


Mr. Justice Suse will preside at the next anniver- 
sary dinner of the United Law Clerks’ Society, to be 
held in June. Be. gel 


THE LORD CHANCELLOR ON LAW REFORM. 

The Lord Chancellor, in his recent characteristic 
speech on the working of the Land ‘Transfer Act 
of 1862, made a very vehement and, as we think, unfair 
attack on the general body of solicitors. His Lord- 
ship suggested in various ways, and said in almost 
so many words, that the fate of his favourite scheme lay 
at the mercy of its natural enemies—the attorneys and 
solicitors of England—and made a strong appeal 
to the peers and country gentlemen of the 4 
dom, and to all others who are interested in land, 
to support the new sy 32 department which had been 
constituted under his Lordship’s auspices—as a protest 
inst the tyranny of professional lawyers. It is some- 
what strange that so acute an intellect as Lord West- 
bury’s should have overlooked the inconsistency of de- 
nouncing attorneys as a class who possessed both the power 
and the will to strangle his measure, and in the same 
Font to vaunt its success as encouraging and even 
ecided. If, indeed, this country is lawyer-ridden to 
the extent represented by the Lord Chancellor—if law- 
yers such extraordinary and oppressive in- 
fluence over landowners as to justify his Lordship’s 
playful simile, derived from the are of Sinbad the 
Sailor, and his fearful quotation from Sacred Writ 
itself—they must have been very forgetful of their 
own interest to allow such a tide of business to flow 
into the new office in Lincoln’s-inn-fields ; and, under 
the circumstances, so far from being held up to the dis- 














like of their countrymen, they are deserving of n 

but praise for the most laudable patriotism and self- 
denial. If they have such power, and have not 
used it for defeating a measure which is described by 
its author as entirely ruinous to them, their conduct is 
much to their credit, and the Lord Chancellor ought to 
spare them his reproaches. But the truth is, that 
the office in Lincoln’s-inn-fields has been anything but 
a success. It has been but one remove from absolute 
failure, and no mystification of figures in Parliamentary 
returns can make anything else of it. The solicitors are 
beaten with rods, or rather with scorpions, not on ace . 
count of their hostility to the Act, but because the land- 
owners will not accept the Lord Chancellor's boon, and 
Parliament is beginning to complain of the expense. 
The Zimes has accordingly written on the subject two 
or three uninformed articles, consisting mainly of tirades 
against the legal profession, and lamentations over the 
folly of landlords who refuse to submit their estates to the 
new inquisitorial torture. “It is high time,” we are told by 
the leading journal, “that the British freeholder should 
emancipate himself from imaginary terrors,and thankfully 
receive the good that is proffered for his acceptance.” 

Up to the present time, the British freeholder— 
who, by the way, may, as a rule, be generally allowed 
to be a fair judge of his own interest in a matter 
which so nearly touches his pocket—has no doubt shown 
a great disinclination to avail himself of the provisions 
of Lord Westbury’s Act ; and, in so doing, we consider, 
for divers good reasons with which the readers of this 
journal are well acquainted, he has exhibited his ordinary 
sagacity and good sense. But it is very hard to blame soli- 
citors for his conduct. Considering their unquestionable, 
and, as we think, deserved, influence throughout the 
country, they have been surprisingly free from enything 
like organised or systematic ee to any scheme 0 
registration, and especially to the Lord Chancellor's. At 
every one of the meetings of the Metropolitan and Pro- 
vincial Law Association, for some years past, the discus- 
sions on the subject which took place were remarkably 
free from professional prejudice, and the ablest papers 
were written, and speeches delivered, in favour of 
the principle of the Act of 1862. The question was 
also discussed in these columns, for years prior to the 
passing of the Act, with perfect openness; so much so, 
indeed, that we have been described as advocates of the 
system. When the bill was passed, and as the new 
office was about to start into business, we offered it no 
opposition whatever, although we felt free to comment 
upon some of its objectionable details. The Lord Chan- 
cellor, however, has done us the honour throughout a 
considerable portion of his speech to allude to an article 
which appeared in this Journal at the conclusion of the 
long vacation during which the new office was esta- 
blished*. 

I hold in my hand (said his Lordship) an article froma 
well-conducted journal, which concludes with the following 
sentence:— “ This,” adverting to the mode of remunerating 
solicitors, “must be borne in mind when the scale of costs 
comes to be settled. If it be not, it will be so much the worse 
for the chances of this new legal department, so far as the 
amount of its business is concerned.” That is a prophecy 
which those who made it had the means in their own hands of 
fulfilling, and which they have certainly not failed to some 
extent to carry into effect. These are the occasions of the slow 
progress of the measure, but I do not think your Lordships 
will be disposed to regard that progress as very slow when you 
take into account the great confusion which the bill was intro- 
duced to remove. 

In the earlier part of his speech the Lord Chancellor, 
referring to the same article, observes :— 

Now, what have been the obstacles to a general registration 
of titles ? They are such as your Lordships will most readily 
understand and appreciate. ‘The mode of remunerating soli- 
citors in this country is unfortunately very bad and very erro- 
neous in principle. The solicitor is paid aceording to those 
erroneous principles upon which the Legislature acted in former 

* See the Solicitors’ Journal for 1 Nov. wy 
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days, when it appointed a tariff of wages for artisans and } 


t persons employed in trade and other occupations. 
He has prescribed for him by the Legislature the charges 
which he shall make, and, unfortunately, those charges are 
calculated according to the length and repetition of his duties. 
He is obliged to make everything as long as he reasonably 
can, and he is obliged to continue a system of the greatest 
complexity and of minute involution of facts and circum- 
use there is no other mode by which he can 
obtain his bread. These are the reasons why, though I 
Bye bear testimony to the honourable conduct and feelings 
of the great body of solicitors, it is utterly impossible to ex- 
pect that they can adopt any other course than that of op- 
posing an institution of this kind, that will actually take the 
bread out of their mouths and deprive them of the chance of 
getting any fair remuneration. The best informed among them 
have said with great justice,“ The law, as it now stands, re- 
wards us for prolixity and fines us for brevity.’ That is an 
exact representation of the law. Accordingly I endeavoured 
to introduce into the bill powers enabling the Lord Chancellor, 
with the aid of the other judges, to establish a system of re- 
maneration of solicitors upon an ad valorem principle; and I 
earnestly desired and trusted that the solicitors would give 
me their assistance, and enable me to introduce a practice 
which would render this system of conveyance of property 
compatible with the liberal and fair remuneration of solicitors. 
I am sorry to say that I have not received the assistance which 
would have enabled me to accomplish that object. I hope 
next week to make a new attempt to do so by introducing a 
bill which I trust your Lordships will receive, and which will, 
by the authority of the Legislature, alter the law upon the 
subject of the remuneration of solicitors. 

It is, of course, highly flattering to this Journal that 
the Lord Chancellor should have noticed, with so-much 
courtesy, anything that appeared in its columns, and we 
should wish, in any comments that we make, to treat 
his Lordship’s observations with entire respect; but we 
are bound to say, in defence of ourselves and of the 
branch of the profession which we represent, that both 
deserved a better return from the Lord Chancellor for 
the article in question, which was merely an attempt to 
show that the ad valorem principle was not capable of 
an indiscriminate application, and that in settling the 
seale of costs for the new office, regard should be had to 
the distinction between costs payable before and those 
— after registration. In justice to ourselves, we 

1 bound to quote from it at some length, for the pur- 
pose of showing the spirit in which it was written, and 
of allowing the public to judge for themselves. It com- 
mences as follows :— 

The Land Transfer Act gives the Lord Chancellor power 
to fix a scale of fees to be paid to solicitors for business done 
by them under the Act; and he may, if he please, base the 
seale upon “an ad valorem principle.” Notable of costs has 
yet been published, and solicitors are therefore still very much 
in the dark as to what their position will be in connexion with 
the new office in Lincoln’s-inn-fields. Of all professional 
classes they alone remain subject to the semi-barbarous system 
of a tariff for wages. Even before Adam Smith and Du 
Quesney had exploded the foolish doctrine which fixed the 
number of labourers and rate of wages in every calling, the 
experience of advancing civilization demonstrated its injurious 
operation. The rule, however, still remains in full force— 
indeed in greater force than ever—as an incubus upon English 
law and lawyers; and no one can doubt that it has been 
attended with disastrous results to both, In most other pur- 
suits in life there is nothing to prevent honest contracts 
between employers and employed. Ability and cha- 
racter on the one hand meet their reward at the hands of 
those who require them. On the other, it is found best to 
leave the latter to exercise their own judgment, not only in 
selecting whom they please to do their work, but in contract- 
ing for the price that is to be paid for it. In legal business a 
client is not compelled to consult one solicitor rather than 
another; but the moment he has made his choice both parties 
are at once subjected to all kinds of embarrassing restrictions, 
and, for most purposes, they are virtually incapacitated from 
entering into any contract or transacting any business with 
one another, except upon terms and under conditions of a cha- 
racter that only involve the upright on both sides in unneces- 
sary risk, without in any way preventing fraud on either side. 
The present system of remuneration affords abundant facilities 





to unscrupulous solicitors to make costs, while it constantly in- 
volves honourable men in the unpleasant predicament of im- 
posing penalties on themselves for their honesty. As Mr. Field 
remarked in a paper read by him some years ago, “a tariff 
pays us for lengthiness and jines us for brevity.” Under 
such a system, how can the public reasonably expect anything 
else than verbosity and tautology in legal instruments. Every 
lawyer knows that, as a rule, it is much easier to make a long 
draft than a short one. The common mode, therefore, in con- 
veyancing is to use abundance of recitals and common forms, 
not merely because it is the only mode of obtaining adequate 
payment, but because the drafts could be made shorter only by 
increased labour. Thus, a skilful and concise conveyancer is 
frequently paid but half of what he might have been paid for 
much less work, The same anomaly exists in reference to 
abstracts of title. A fixed rate of payment allows no more for 
an investigation of the most abstruse and complicated title 
than it does for the easiest and clearest one that can be spread 
over the same quantity of paper, although there is as much 
difference between the two as between reading a novel and 
mastering a work of Kant or Hegel. * . ’ d 
For the first time the Legislature has distinctly sanctioned 
a novel principle of payment—namely, the ad valorem principle, 
and there will probably be before long an attempt on the part 
of the Lord Chancellor to give effect to the authority which 
the Act has conferred upon him in this respect. The task, we 
admit, is one full of difficulty, and will remain so as long as 
the principle of tariffs or rigid scales of remuneration is recog- 
nised, and freedom of contract between solicitors and their 
clients is thus prevented. Any ad valorem scale applicable to 
the process of original registration—the preliminary investiga- 
tion of title and the conduct of the matter to its compléetion— 
can hardly be satisfactory. Indeed, whether high or low, 
whether liberal or pinching, it must, from the nature of things 
frequently be over or under the mark of fairness. The value 
of a property is generally no more criterion of the difficulty of 
deducing title to it than the length of the abstracts would be; 
and thus there would always be a numerous body of sufferers 
amongst both solicitors and their clients, if they were rigidly 
bound by this rule. It seems clear enough, therefore, that the 
ad valorem principle simply would be quite as unsuitable for 
this class of business as the principle of lengthiness, of which 
the profession is now quite as sick as the public. * * * * 
The truth is, that an application to the registrar will always 
involve business of a guasi-litigious character, as well as con- 
veyancing. No one can obtain indefeasible title without 
running the gauntlet of a lengthened investigation, and 
challenging all comers, by a battery of notices, which will be 
sure to evoke opposition, where, otherwise, it might lie slum- 
bering for ever. We know that “every question doubt or 
dispute” may be referred to a judge of the Court of Chancery, 
The registrar himself exercises judicial functions, and counsel 
will be heard before him. ‘The entire proceeding will be very 
much in the nature of a chancery suit, and, of course, it will 
be often impossible to know beforehand what difficulties or 
troubles may arise before it comes to a termination, They 
may be no less in the case of a property not worth more than 
a thousand pounds than in one where the value’ is enormous, 
It will, therefore, be practically an exclusion of small estates, 
if in any case—however prolonged or troublesome the investi- 
gation might be—a solicitor was not entitled to recover more 
than a small percentage. If there must be a scale of costs for 
this kind of business it ought to be a sufficiently flexible to 
measure compensation in the ratio of work. 

It is a different matter, however, when we come to dealings 
with land after it has been placed upon the register. When 
once indefeasibility has been secured, there will not be required 
of solicitors dealing with it, great skill and anxious labour so 
much as careful attention, good faith, and unquestionable re- 
sponsibility; and for these latter qualities ad valorem remu- 
neration would be a kind of assurance. If a transfer of 
registered land might be effected in the course of a morning— 
just as easy as a purchase of Three per Cents.—that is good 
reason why the solicitor employed should be paid more than 
for an ordinary attendance upon the registrar; and the case is 
clearly one in which he ought to be—just as the broker is—paid 
according to the trust that is reposed in him. For such cases, 
therefore, an ad valorem scale will be desirable. 


Then, after alluding to some articles which had recently 
appeared in the newspapers eulogising in unmeasured 
terms the new system, the article concluded as follows :— 

Any person conversant with conveyancing business need 
not be told that the registration fees will be, in most cases, but 
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a trifling part of the expense of obtaining a registered title. 
In the tirst place—notwithstanding the Arcadian simplicity of 
the writer in the 7imes—few persons would think of applying 
for registration, and sending their deeds into the chambers of 
one of the examiners of title, without previously having the 
title thoroughly examined by their own conveyancer; and 
every body knows how much more difficult it is to satisfy offi- 
cial requisition than those which are made by private indivi- 
duals, All solicitors who care to do their duty will take 
greater pains in preparing an abstract for the registrar than 
they would for a purchaser or a mortgagee. It will require 
all possible care to avoid those “questions, doubts, or dis- 
putes” which might render necessary divers expensive 
references to the judge. The very particulars which he 
must furnish for the purposes of registration will im- 
pose upon him a task of the utmost nicety and diffi- 
culty. How careful and special must be the analysis of 
title that will be required to give “a statement of the persons, 
or classes or descriptions of persons, that are or may become 
entitled to such lands, and of the estates, powers, and interests 
that exist or may arise or become vested in such persons re- 
spectively ;” and also “a statement of the mortgages, charges, 
and incumbrances affecting such land, or any part thereof, and 
of the persons entitled thereto, both at law and in equity.” 
Mr. Cookson well observed, in the elaborate paper which we 
published last week, in reference to the “exact record” of 
title—that “nothing, perhaps, is more difficult to a lawyer 
than to express concisely, and with absolute accuracy, the 
whole effect of a written instrument. One of our most 
eminent conveyancers, who was recently asked which of the 
two he would prefer drawing for the same fee—the deed or 
the concise summary of it for the record of title—unhesita- 
tingly said ‘the deed.’” It is desirable, therefore, that the 
public should not be allowed to run away with the notion that 
solicitors will be mere agents or brokers for the procurement 
of registration, and that all the professional skill and labour 
for this purpose will be supplied by the officials of the registry 
office. Quite the contrary, indeed, is the truth of the case. 
The registrar and examiners of title will owe to the public 
the undivided duty of seeing that no land is improperly 
put upon the register—that no person is proclaimed to be in- 
defeasibly entitled who ought not to be—and the applicant will 
necessarily be left to fight his own battle with such profes- 
sional aid as he may he able to obtain. This must be borne 
in mind when the scale of costs comes to be settled. It it be 
not it will be so much the worse for the chances of this new 
legal department, so far as the amount of its business is con- 
cerned. 

Surely there is nothing in all this that looks like 
factious opposition or unreasonable jealousy. We 
venture to say that whoever has read the Lord 
Chancellor’s speech, and will take the trouble to turn 
to the Solicitors’ Journal of the 1st November, 1862, 
will come to the conclusion that the solicitors, as a 
body, deseryed better treatment from Lord Westbury in 
the matter of his land transfer scheme. 

His Lordship is, no doubt, a very eager, and, we 
believe, sincere Jaw reformer, and is naturally im- 
patient at the numerous obstacles which beset his path ; 
but he “ee to bear in mind that many persons who 
have the honour to belong to the same profession as 
himself are equally convinced of the disadvantage to 
lawyers no less than to the public, of the general dissatis- 
faction which exists with the present state of the law, not 
only as to real property and conveyancing, but in most 
other branches. We have always maintained that the 
solicitors are the greatest sufferers from the habitual 
bungling of the Legislature in all matters relating to 
technical or formal law, and the article which the Lord 
Chancellor honoured by his notice in the House of 
Lords was written from the same point of view. 





THE PARTNERSHIP LAW AMENDMENT BILL. 
Mr. Scholefield’s Law of Partnership Bill, a sum- 
of which will be found elsewhere in our 
columns, is an old friend of our readers, although it ap- 
in a somewhat new dress. For years past it has 
made its bow to Parliament in some shape or other, and 
has been more or less discussed at Social Science con- 
gresses and Law Amendment meetings, as well as in 





these columns.* It was the immediate offspring or 
natural concomitant of the Limited Liability Act, 1855, 
the notion being that the principle of limited liability 
might be as legitimately applied in partnerships as in 
public companies. In point of theory, that is the wholé 
uestion involved in the bill now before the House of 
ommons. But, assuming this to be decided in favour 
of the promoters of the measure, some points of 
importance as to the greater difficulty of 
effect to the principle in the case of private 
would still remain to be considered. 

We think it has been too readily granted that, because 
the principle of limited — may be safely applied to 
companies, it may therefore, with equal safety, be extended 
to ae partnerships. Even Mr. Scholefield’s bill re- 
cognizes the wide distinction between the two cases, for it 
does not propose that the liability of the firm, or of all the 
partners, should be limited, but only that certain mem- 
bers of the firm should obtain the desired — 
from unlimited risk by the means provided in the 
In the case of an incorporated —— there is in con 
templation of law a person or entity different from the 
members who compose the company. Individual shares 
holders have no right, as constituent members of the 
company, to incur any indebtedness on its account, -_ 
by all the modern statutes relating to the regulation 
these bodies, provision is made for giving abundant 
notice by registration of the deed or memorandtim 
and articles of association as to the persons who 
are entitled to conduct their business and to pl 
their credit, and also as to the precise limits of 
authority for this pate. Thus, the shareholdérs 
are protected, while intending creditors are 
warned. But, in the case of private rages ee 
there is no necessity for such precautions, and, iIn- 
deed, they would be found to be highly inconvenient if 
they were possible, in the generality of cases. A comi- 
pany is bound to define, with some precision in its me- 
morandum of association, the objects and purposes for 
which it is constituted, beyond which it is not at liberty 
to extend its operations, without giving due notice 
to all parties concerned ; and persons dealing with the 
company might well be willing to give it large credit 
so long as its trade was confined to its ‘proper sphere, 
and yet refuse to do so if it were at liberty to launch 
out into speculations beyond its legitimate province. 
But what private firm could carry on its business if it 
were hampered in this way? Any attempt of the kind 
would, of course, be futile, and, accordingly, the 
now before Parliament contains no such provisions. 
The result would therefore be, that, while the “limited 
partner ” might reap the advantage ofall kinds of specu- 
lative adventures, unknown to the bona fide creditors of 
the firm, the latter would have no means of knowi 
that the produce of the commodities which they supp’ 
was not devoted to the regular course of trade ; and it 
would no doubt frequently turn out that, without any 
absolute false pretences on the part of the firm, its ere- 
ditors would be cheated as effectually as ifthe partners 
had obtained credit upon expressly false representations, 

Another objection to the principle of the measureis that 
the limited partners may thus contrive to obtain, under 
the pretence of profits, what is really the property of 
the creditors. The bill provides no machinery for the 
ascertainment of profits, and, therefore, there is nothi 
to prevent one of these new firms thus dividing the 
of its creditors for some years, in the shape of 
and leaving no assets for the payment of debts when the 
winding-up shall come. Nor 1s there any provision which 
would ensure creditors against fraud of another obvious 
kind, and such indeed as iscertain to be practised, should 
the bill become law. Its advocates say that it has the 
merit, at all events, of informing persons dealing with 
the limited firm, of the exact amount of capital either 
actually contributed by the limited partners or to be 


® See 2 Sol. Jour, 538, 6 Sol. Jour. 561, 7 Sol, Jour, 317, 
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forthcoming from them when occasion requires. Where 
the amount is not yet paid up, it is said that the credi- 
tors have at least a guarantee to such an extent, and it is 
said, where ithas been already contributed, they have the 
satisfaction ofknowing that on a certain day the firm was 

dof not less than so much capital. Now, we 
strongly suspect that, if this bill becomes law, the number 
of casesin which the former method will be adopted will 
be insignificant. It could hardly be otherwise than dam- 
aging to any firm to admit publicly that it shared its 
profits with a stranger, who was debarred from any 
interference with the management of the business, not 
upon the footing of actual advances to the capital of 
the firm, but of a mere guarantee or suretyship to its 
.ereditors ; for, in effect, the registration of the limited 
partner’s name as one who was liable to contribute, but 
who had not, in fact, paid a certain sum of money would 
amount to nothing more than this. In ninety-nine 
cases out of every hundred limited partners would 
in all probability be persons registered in respect 
of sums purporting to have been actually contributed by 
them. Yet the bill provides no safeguard for insuring 
bona fides as to the mode and fact of contribution. What 
is to prevent such colourable accretions of capital as not 
uncommonly takes place amongst insurance companies ? 
Every one who is conversant with the recondite 
machinery of these institutions knows that by the con- 
trivance of what is called consolidated profits they 
manage to exhibit to the public a subscribed and paid- 
up capital, vastly larger than the amount paid by the 
shareholders would justify. ‘The same system would, of 
course, be resorted to where it was desirable to show a 
large amount of capital actually contributed by the sta- 
tutory partners. ‘Thus, by ‘consolidation of profits,” 
one of these partners who commenced by an actual ad- 
vance of a few hundred pounds to the firm, might, at the 
end of two or three years, be made to figure as the con- 
tributor of as many thousands. It is, surely, a serious 
defect in the bill that it contains no provisions to hinder 
or discountenance such tricks as these which,as we have 
seen, are now performed unimpeachably by those part- 
nerships of a larger growth which have obtained incor- 
poration under the Joint-Stock Companies’ Acts. We 
admit that it would be extremely difficult to devise an 
machinery which would be an effectual check upon a | 
deceptive contrivances as these. But there is, therefore, 
all the more reason for questioning the policy of the pro- 
posed measure and for insisting upon the radical distinc- 
tion between incorporated companies and_ private 
partnerships. 

As to the machinery which the bill provides for the 
registration of the names of limited partners, the 
proposal that the Registrar of Joint-Stock Com- 
panies shall be the official for this purpose is 
certainly much more judicious than what was em- 
bodied in Lord Goderich’s bill of six years ago. The 
original scheme, was to make the registrar of births, 
deaths, and marriages, the local officer in every Cistrict 
for the purposes of the Act ; and, according to that nota- 
ble scheme, every merchant, tradesman, and professional 
man in England, who was engaged in carrying on any 
business in partnership with another, was compelled to 
register himself, and to afford information as to various 
specified details relating to the composition of his firm 
to any person requiring him to do so, The present bill 
is free from such absurdities, and its practical features 
are not open to much objection, except so far as it arises 
in connection with the very principle of the measure. 


THE ALEXANDRA CASE. 
(Concluded from p. 481.) 

The Lord Chancellor and Lord Cranworth having 
delivered the judgments abridged in our last number, 
the one against the power of the Court of Exchequer, 
under the Queen’s Remembrancer’s Act, to make the 
rules of November 4th, 1863, by which the Crown was 





enabled to appeal against the Court's discharge of the 

rule for a new trial, the other in favour of that power, 

Lord St. Leonards spoke, in substance, as follows :— 
The Queen’s Remembrancer’s Act is one which we 
should expect to have carried out its intention by 
its own force. The framers of it adopted from the 
Common Law Procedure and other Acts such pro- 

visions as they thought could be properly applied to 
the revenue side ; and we must not lose sight of the pe- 

culiar duties and jurisdiction of that branch of the 

court, and the care which the Court and the Crown 
lawyers would take to prevent any alteration in the 
jurisdiction which was likely to affect the power of the 
Court or the interests of the Crown. Observe in the 

first six sections how well and clearly the Act executes 

its objects. When it means an appeal, it says so. The 

Act next adopts certain sections of the Common Law 
Procedure Act, 1852, and of other Acts, and gives 
power to the barons to make certain orders. It was 
necessary to be done, and was done. A general right of 
appeal on the trial of issues on the revenue side re- 
mained to be secured, and was expressly accomplished 
by giving a bill of exceptions. This left the Act com- 
mo as regarded substance. Everything material, and 
requiring the power of Parliament, is expressly and not 
by implication provided for. The Act is the charter of 
the revenue side. Section 26 gave power to the barons 
to make rules as to the process, practice, and mode 
of pleading. They understood the power according to the 
common meaning of the words, and, in 1860, made 146 
rules accordingly, more especially with regard to pro- 
ceedings in error, and adopted certain provisions of the 
Act of 1852. But no attempt was made to create any 
new right of appeal or to incorporate the appeal clauses 
now before the Lords. But, last November, the Crown, 
in this case, having lost or abandoned its right by bill of 
exceptions, had no other remedy against the verdict ot 
the jury in favour of the defendants than to move for a 
new trial ; and the barons, to provide the Crown with a 
right of appeal, made the rules in question. Now, it is 
clearly laid down that no right of appeal can be given 
except by express words. ‘The Crown, indeed, does not 
deny that express words are required, as the Attorney- 
General relies on the words “ process, practice,.and mode 
of pleading,” and, undoubtedly, was driven to much 
pleading to make these words authorise the creation of 
new rights of appeal Did Parliament intend to delegate 
this, its own great power, without any check or control, 
to the very judges whose decision is to be the subject of 
appeal? Every line of the Act negatives the presump- 
tion. It laboriously selected from the legislative provi- 
sions before it those which would accomplish its objects. 
It did not leave either the Crown or -the suitor without 
a remedy—an equal remedy. The very twelve clauses, 
sections 34 to 45 of the Act of 1854, enacted by the 
barons, were under the eyes of Parliament when the 
Queen’s Remembrancer’s Act passed. Two of these 
very sections were selected in sections 13 and 14 of 
that Act itself. If the alleged powers had been 
exercised the day after the hearing of the Act, to supply 
its defects, Parliament would have been astonished. 
The very action under the authority claimed shows 
how great and dangerous is the power which Parliament 
is supposed to have delegated. If additional rights of 
appeal had been thought proper by Parliament, there 
would have been the deliberations, the three readings, 
the committees of both houses; whereas, under the de- 
legated power, a transcript from the Act of 1854, signed 
in chambers by the Court, operated at once as an Act. 
No such provision would have been made by Parlia- 
ment pendente lite. The rules, if valid, gave a new 


right of appeal, in the event which has happened, to the 
Crown, at the expense of the defendants, who would 
have to follow the Crown in its appeal to a higher tri- 
bunal, in order, if they could, to maintain the verdict of 
the jury in their favour. It was urged that no new 
ground of appeal ‘had been created; that the Queen’s 
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Remembrancer’s Act allowed a bill of exceptions, which 
can, like the new rule, only be for misdirection ; that a 
bill of exceptions is full of difficulty, but that, both bein 

for the same cause, there is no new ground of appeal. 
The answer is, that a new right of appeal is given, and 
that Parliament, having had its choice of remedies, selected 
in clear terms that of a bill of exceptions, and thus, by 
the simplest construction, excluded other remedies; 
whereas the rules add these excluded remedies for the 
same object, under an alleged delegation of legis- 
lative power in direct opposition to the authority 
of Parliament. Such are the broad views against 
the rules. As regards the special grounds, it is true that 
to create such a right it is not necessary to use the word 
“appeal,” but some clcar equivalent terms must be 
used. And, if this is the case when Parliament is exe- 
cuting its own purposes, how powerfully must it ope- 
rate when Parliament is delegating its legislative func- 
tions. It was easy to extend the baron’s authority to 
this right of appeal: would Parliament leave its inten- 
tion on such a vital point so ambiguous as to require 
several days argument, and to divide the opinions of 
the judges? ction 26, though consisting of two 
parts, forms only one law, having one object. The first 
part authorises to be made, from any source, such rules 
as to the process, practice, and pleading on the |revenue 
side, and for the execution of the Act, as may seem ex- 
pedient. It is admitted that under this authority the 
barons could not have supplied the bill of excep- 
tions, if section 20 had not granted it; and it could 
not have been supplied by the second part of the 
section, because no such provision is in the Com- 
mon Law Procedure Act. And further, it has been 
admitted that, under this authority of the first part, 
the appeal clauses in question could not have been 
created. Then, the second part of section 26 adds 
power also from time to time by any such rule to ex- 
tend, apply, or adapt any of the provisions of the 
Common Law Procedure Acts, and any of the rules of 
pleading and practice on the plea side, to the revenue 
side as might seem expedient for making the process, 
practice, and mode of pleading uniform on the plea and 
revenue sides. The first part of the section speaks 
generally of the process, practice, and mode of pleading, 
whereas the second part says any of the rules of 
pleading and practice (omitting ‘‘ process”) on the plea 
side. And, in that way, the concluding words control 
aud explain the whole of section 26. It seems difficult 
to admit that these powers would not have enabled the 
barons to create a right to a bill of exceptions on the 
revenue side, and, at the same time, to hold that the 
right to a bill of exceptions actually created by the 
statute could, under the power of section 26, have at- 
tached to it (or, indeed, in substitution for it) other and 
easier modes of appeal to the higher courts. It would 
be difficult to give a different construction to the words 
“ process, practice, and mode of pleading” in the first 
and in the second parts of section 26. The words 
“from time to time” are against it, as they point to 
what would not only from time to time be granted, but 
could also be repealed or altered—in short, confined to 
process, practice, and pleading in the ordinary sense of 
those terms. If Parliament had for any reason in- 
tended to delegate the power to enact new laws and 
create new rights of appeal, it would not have left that 
great power to a mere majority of the Exchequer. ‘The 
saving clause at the end of the Act is not unimportant, 
declaring that nothing in the Act shall affect the jurisdic- 
tion of the Exchequer. But a new right of appeal does af- 
fect it, making the Court's judgment subject to the decision 
of a higher tribunal. Sections 22, 23, and 24 show that 
Parliament used the terms process, practice, and pleading 
in their ordinary restricted sense. ‘The fact that no such 
extended irresponsible power was ever before given by 
Parliament is entitled to much weight, when we are 
asked to construe into such a power words which may 
well be satisfied by applying them to minor objects. 





Looking through the four corners of the Act, not only 
is no intention to give such a power expressed, but the 
whole frame of the Act rebuts a construction which 
would not be subsidiary to the Act, but would run 
counter to its express and careful provisions. 

The judgments of the Lord Chancellor, Lord Cran- 
worth, and Lord St. Leonards, having so fully argued the 
question, it will be sufficient to add briefly that Lord 
Wensleydale did not recognise the rule of construction, 
that the power claimed was so wnusual that it required a 
“clear unambiguous expression.” The question was as to 
the ordinary and grammatical meaning of the words of 
the 26th section ; (1) the words would allow all the provi- 
sions of the Common Law Procedure Acts to be adapted, 
and the power was not unreasonable; (2) the ex- 
press enactment of certain provisions, which were 
all that the Legislature then thought expedient, as ap- 
plicable to the revenue side, did not exclude the applica- 
tion of others by the barons; (3) the general object of 
uniformity showed that “ practice” must be con- 
strued in the larger sense. The rules, — 
as made pendente lite, gave the Crown and the 
defendants like rights of appeal, and, affecting pro- 
cedure only, as distinguished from right of action, were 
lawful. Therefore the rules were valid. Lord Chelms- 
ford regretted that the rules were made in haste and 
were designed for a particular case, but it was sufficient 
that they were ultra vires on other grounds. There was 
a presumption against the delegation of legislative power, 
as a few plain words might have been used to express 
that intention; if not “distinctly and pres rite § 
given,” it ought not to have been left doubtful. The 
stress of the argument was on “practice.” The —_— 
ment from the words of section 19 of the Queen's Re- 
membrancer’s Act, “the proceeding to error shall be a 
step in the cause,” that procedings in error were pro- 
ceedings in the court below, was without foundation. 
“ Practice” in the Queen’s Remembrancer’s Act must 
be construed with the context legally, and not inany more 
extended or popular sense ; the word, even in its most com- 
prehensive sense, had no force to create anew right ofap- 
peal; that construction was borne out by the other 
sections giving express appeals; the power was to be 
exercised “ from time to time ;” each of the two 
of the 26th section had its due effect, the first pe vn 
to rules that were indispensable, the second to the provi- 
sions of the Common Law Procedure Act, which, in their 
experience, the barons might think desirable for unifor- 
mity. The judgment, therefore, should be for the respon- 
dents. Lord Kingsdown took the same view. Previously 
tothe Queen’s Remembrancer’s Act, there was no review 
on the revenue side, but a writ of error; by the Com- 
mon Law Procedure Acts there was on the plea side 
a more simple proceeding in error than by writ; 
there was, further, independently of those Acts, the 
bill of exceptions ; if all the proceedings in error were to 
be applied to the revenue side, why did not Parliament 
apply them by any of these Acts? It made a careful 
selection. ‘That Parliament should give to the subject the 
more difficult remedy by bill of exceptions, and leave 
the Court to give the easier, by appeal, was inconceiv- 
able ; the other construction of section 26 must be pre- 
ferred; read in their ordinary sense the words were 
reasonable and consistent with the rest of the Act; the 
proceedings which led to the other courts when they were 
open were part of the practice of the Court below, but 
not the opening of the doors of those courts themselves. 
The Legislature had presented special modes of proceed- 
ing for review, and so, by implication, excluded others. 








The number of persons employed in the public offices and 
departments was greater by 361 at the close of the year 1863 
than at its commencement, The total amount of the salaries 
and emoluments payable was considerably increased, but there 
was a reduction in the amount of retired allowances and of 
expenses, so that on the whole the increased charge was only 
£2,160. 
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EQUITY. 


DOcTRINE OF ELECTION. 

The term “election ” is frequently used in reference to 
the rights and conduct of parties who take under trusts 
for conversion. Such persons are said to elect to take 
the property in its actual condition, and not according to 
the trusts for conversion. But there is an equitable doc- 
trine of election, which has nothing to do with the ques- 
tion of conversion. Election, according to this doctrine, 
is “the obligation imposed upon a party to choose 
between two inconsistent or alternative rights or claims 
in cases where there is clear intention of the person from 
whom he derives one, that he should not enjoy both:” 
Story, sec. 10—75; Dillon v. Parker, 1 Swanst. 394. 

An anonymous case (cited 1 Jarm., 3rd ed., 415) fur- 
nishes a simple illustration of the principle. A., seised 
of two acres, one in fee simple and the other in tail, and 
having two sons, by his will devised the fee simple 
acre to his eldest son and issue in tail, and the entailed 
acre to his younger son, and died. The eldest son 
entered upon the entailed acre, whereupon the younger 
son brought his bill against his brother that he might 
enjoy the entailed acre devised to him, or else have an 
equivalent out of the fee simple acre, because his father 
plainly designed something for him. There Lord Cowper 
held that the devise of the fee acre to the elder must be 
understood to be upon the tacit condition that he should 
suffer the younger son to enjoy quietly, or else that the 
younger son should have an equivalent out of the fee 
simple acre. The eldest son having taken the fee simple 
acre under the will, was bound, by the doctrine of elec- 
tion, to adopt the whole of the will, and to renounce 
every right inconsistent with it. That is the principle of 
election. 

Before the Dower Act the question of election fre- 
quently arose in regard to the dower of a widow who 
took some benefit under the husband’s will. The ques- 
tion was (and may still be), whether the testator’s widow 
is precluded, by a benefit given to her by his will, from 
claiming dower out of lands devised by the will. In 
Thompson v. Nelson, 1 Cox, 447, it was laid down that in 
order to put the widow to her election, “it should appear 
that if she took doth the dower and the provision under 
the will, some other part of the testator’s disposition 
would be defeated.” There has been a great conflict 
upon the question whether the dowress, as between her- 
self and devisees, is put to her election by a rent-charge, 
or by an annuity payable out of the property; but the more 
modern authorities seem at length to have settled 
that a rent-charge or annuity will not of itself be con- 
sidered sufficient to exclude the wife’s right to dower, so 
that, in such a case, she would not be put to her election. 
Thus, in the recent case of Wetherall v. Wetherall, 4 Giff. 
41, the testator bequéathed to his widow, upon condition 
of her making no claim whatever upon the residue of his 
property, the sum of £28 per annum during her life; but 
if she made and persisted in any claim upon the residue 
of his property after his decease, the annuity was not to 
be paid; and there Vice-Chancellor Stuart held that the 
widow was entitled to dower, and that no case of election 
arose. 

Election is also applicable to the case of an heir, 
a@ devisee, or legatee, or a person entitled under a 
power, and, as a rule, in the case of any other person 
taking any benefit under a deed or will, and having, at 
the same time, some rights which he claims to set up in 
opposition to it. If he accept the benefit, he must con- 
form to all the provisions of the deed or will, and re- 
nounce every right inconsistent with it. If the grantor 
or testator has, by the deed or will which confers some 
benefit upon A. B., at the same time, either intentionally 
or ignorantly, given away some property, which, in fact, 
belonged to A. B., and not to the settlor or testator, A. B. 
will not be allowed to take the benefit conferred upon 
him by the deed or will, unless he consents to its other 





dispositions. He must choose, or elect, between main- 
taining his rights, which have been invaded by the deed 
or will, and, yielding them up, taking the benefit so con- 
ferred upon him. An heir, a dowress, or a person en- 
titled under a power of appointment, in favour‘of whom 
a disposition of some property is made by the same deed 
or will which gives away the property that they are 
entitled to, cannot both accept the gift in their favour 
and retain their original rights in opposition to the in- 
strument. If they attempt to do so, they will either 
incur a forfeiture of the whole of the benefit conferred by 
the instrument, or will at least be bound to make com- 
pensation out of the property so taken to the person dis- 
appointed by their election. As to election by a person 
entitled under a power, in default of appointment, see Re 
Fowler’s trust, 27 Beav. 362; and as to election by heir-at- 
law, Schroder v. Schroder, Kay, 578. 


SoLicIToR’s LIEN ON FUND IN CouRT. 
Haymes v. Cooper, M. R., 12 W. R. 539. 

The right of a solicitor to a lien upon property recovered 
by his exertions for his costs in the suit, was established 
long before the passing of the Solicitors’ Act, 23 & 24 
Vict. c. 127, referred to in the present case. Mr Pulling, 
in his work on the Law of Attorneys, p. 381, after 
referring to this Act, has this passage:—‘ Long before 
this express legislative provision, it had become gradually 
established as a rule in the courts on both sides of West- 
minster-hall, that, in the case of personal property which 
was recovered in an action or suit, the claim of the at- 
torney for the successful party, for costs, gave him, de facto, 
a charge or lien on the fund recovered, which was inde- 
feasible by the parties.” No such lien attached, prior to 
the Act, upon realestate. This claim seems to be not so 
much an absolute charge or lien in the correct sense of 
the term, as a claim for indemnity, founded on the equit- 
able right of the attorney to prevent the client from 
running away with the fruits of the cause, without 
satisfying his legal demands for the industry and 
expense, by which those fruits were obtained. Such 
being the state of the law at the time when the 
Act before referred to was passed, it was enacted by the 
28th section of that statute, that it should be lawful for 
the Court, before whom any suit had been heard, to de- 
clare the solicitor engaged in the cause to be entitled to 
a charge upon the property recovered or preserved, of 
whatever nature, tenure, or kind the same might be; 
and that such solicitor should be entitled to a charge 
upon such property accordingly, for the amount of his 
taxed costs; and that all conveyances and acts, which 
should operate to defeat that charge, should, unless made 
to a bond fide purchaser for value without notice, be void. 

Our readers will probably be surprised to hear, that it 
was argued in the present case, that the effect of the 
exception inserted in this latter clause in favour of pur- 
chasers without notice, was to abridge the rights pos- 
sessed by the solicitor at common law prior to the passing 
of the Act. The facts of the case were these:—The de- 
fendant, Jenkins, was entitled to a sum of money in 
court. He was ordered by the Court to pay certain costs 
to a gentleman of the name of Cooper, the effect of 
this order being to give Cooper all the rights and remedies 
of a judgment creditor for the amount of those costs. 
Judgment creditors, as will be remembered, are enabled 
by the statute 3 & 4 Vict. c. 82, to obtain an order from 
the Court, charging the amount of the judgment debt 
upon any fund in court belonging to the debtor, it being 
provided by the Act that such charging order shall have 
no greater effect, than if the debtor had himself charged 
the fund with the amount of the judgment debt. Cooper 
applied for an order charging the amount of the costs, 
ordered to be paid to him, upon the fund in court, and 
obtained an order nisi to that effect. Before the order 
became absolute, Mr. Field, Jenkins’ own solicitor, pre- 
sented a petition under the 23 & 24 Vict. c. 127, before 
mentioned, for an order charging the amount of his own 
costs, incurred on behalf of Jenkins in the suit, upon the 
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same fund. The question in the case was, which of 
these charges was entitled to priority. On the part of 
Cooper it was argued, that his order was first in point of 
date, and that he was a purchaser without notice of Mr. 
Field’s claim, and therefore entitled to the benefit of 
the proviso before referred to in the 23 & 24 Vict. 
c. 127, s. 28, and that the lien formerly possessed 
by the solicitor was taken away by that Act, as against 
purchasers without notice. The Master of the Rolls, 
however, decided against him, on the ground that the 
Act in question could not have been intended to deprive 
solicitors of any rights which they before possessed. He 
said, that it was not easy to see what the Act meant by 
an assignment to a purchaser without notice; but that, 
at all events, it was not the case before him. His Honour 
also based his decision upon this consideration. As before 
mentioned, the 3 & 4 Vict. c. 82, which gave a judgment 
creditor a right to a charging order, expressly provided 
that such charging order should have no greater effect, 
than a charge made by the debtor himself would have 
had. Now the equitable claim of the solicitor existed, 
in his Honour’s opinion, before the client’s right to the 
fund arose, and could not be defeated by any assignment 
by him. It followed, therefore, that it could not be de- 
feated by a, charging order under the 3 & 4 Vict. c. 82. 
His Honour, therefore, decided that Mr. Field was 
entitled, in priority to Mr. Cooper, to the full amount of 
his costs. 

This case appears to have determined that the rights of 
solicitors are in nowise prejudiced or curtailed by the 
23 & 24 Vict.c. 127. Any other decision would have 
been unfair to solicitors; and the doubt, which arose 
upon the point, was obviously occasioned by a slip on the 
part of the drawer of the Act. 

With this case may be compared the somewhat 
similar decision in Wilson v. Round, 12 W. R. 402. 
There the plaintiff in a foreclosure suit had died 
after a decree had been made in his favour, and 
Vice-Chancellor Stuart held that his solicitor was 
entitled to a charge upon the foreclosed estate in 
priority to the creditors of the deceased. The important 
point to be noticed in this case is, that the property, upon 
which the charge was made, was real estate; showing, 
as appears to be clear upon the wording of the Act 
23 & 24 Vict.c. 127, that the solicitor’s lien, which for- 
merly attached only upon personal estate, is extended by 
that Act to real estate also. 








COURTS. 


COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH. 
(Sittings at Nisi Prius, at Guildhall, before Mr. Justice 
Crompton and a Common Jury.) 

April 22.—It is asserted that the judges have come to the 
determination to abolish these sittings. This will be of immense 
convenience, In the first place, counsel were compelled to take 
briefs in cases to be tried at Guildhall; perhaps they came down, 
opened their case, and then had to return to Westminster, 
handing their briefs either to their juniors, or to some gentle- 
man who could remain at Guildhall, Thus suitors were de- 
Prived of the assistarce of their leading counsel, or they were 
Placed in this situation,—that the counsel of their choice refused 
altogether to take briefs for these sittings. Again, it was very 
inconvenient for attorneys to be in the City during the term, 
when their attendance was required at Westminster. Little 
progress has ever been made with the list, and all parties in- 
terested will rejoice at being relieved from a compulsory 
attendance at Guildhall during the banco sitting in term. 
Suitors will not be placed in any disadvantageous position. 


(Sittings in Banco, before Lord Chief Justice Cocksurn and 
Justices BLACKBURN, MELLOr, and SHEE). 

April 28,—Jn the matter of Edward Lawrence Levy, an 
A ttorney.—In this case the defendant had been charged with 
charging subpenas and the conduct money of witnesses in a 
bill of costs, which subpanas had never been issued, nor the 
condos wanay paid, The matter was referred to the master. 

‘o-day Master Unthank made his report. It stated that, 





after a lengthened inquiry, and a severe examination and 
cross-examination of Mr. Levy, it appeared that the answer 
to the charges was, that the subpenas, though issued as coming 
from the Court of Queen’s Bench, were issued from the Court 
of Exchequer, and that, with regard to the non-payment of 
the conduct money, he was not cognizant of it. The investi- 
gation showed that the register of the Court of Exchequer 
relating to this period had been several times examined, but 
by whom it could not be shown, and it was quite evident that 
the date of the processes had been altered by some one. With 
regard to the conduct money, there was no charge made 
against him in the instances where he had served the 

himself, and he had no knowledge of any malpractices by his 
agents. On the whole there was no ground for striking him 
off the rolls, though it was a matter of grave suspicion. He re- 
ported that each party should pay their costs of this rule. 





COUNTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 

Her Majesty has ordered and directed that the Court of 
Common Pleas for the county palatine of Lancaster, hereto- 
fore held at Lancaster and at Liverpool, shall be holden at 
Lancaster, at Liverpool, and at Manchester respectively, at 
the respective times fixed for the holding of the said assizes 
and sessions; and that in all cases of civil actions in the said 
Court of Common Pleas in which the venue js by law local, 
the issue shall be tried at Lancaster in cases where the cause 
of action shall have arisen in the northern division, and at 
Liverpool where the cause of action shall have arisen in the 
West Derby division, and at Manchester in cases where the 
cause of action shall have arisen in the Salford division, in 
like manner as if the three divisions were three 
counties, and the declarations in such actions shall have in the. 
margin, in addition to the ordinary venue, the words “ N 
Division,” or “ West Derby Division,” or “ Salford Division,” 
as the case may require. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Municrpat Corporation Act, 

Is an auditor of a borough (divided into wards) retiring from 
office on the 1st of March, eligible to be elected as of the 
ward assessors on that day? J. T. S. 

Louth, April 26th. 





TitHr Rent-CHarce—Cosr or APPORTIONMENT. 

Your “ Subscriber,” in your number of to-day, is probably 
not aware that the Tithe Commissioners do not apportion tithe 
rent-charge in smaller sums than five shillings. 

If the proportion payable by such a purchaser as he men- 
tions is less that that amount, the proper course is to apply to 
the commissioners to order a compulsory redemption, under 
22 & 23 Vict. c. 93, s. 32. 

I have recently obtained an order for the redemption of the 
tithe on a piece of land allotted by a building society. 

The proceedings are very simple, and the costs are allowed 
by the commissioners, and raised in the same manner as the 
redemption money. 

If “Subscriber” applies by letter to the Tithe Commis- 
sioners, they will doubtless give him full information and send 
the necessary forms. H. 

April 23. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


James Freperick Twerpate, of Oldham, Lancaster, has 
been appointed a commissioner to administer oaths in the 
High Court of Chancery in England. 








=3 


PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Friday, April 22. 
RerorM OF THE ENGLISH AND Irish Law Courts, 

The Marquis of CLANRICARDE called attention to the first 
report of the Commissioners of Inquiry into the and 
Irish Courts of Common Law and Chancery, He to 
ask whether the Government intended to introduce "ae 

further 





accordance with the recommendations of that report, 
the present session of Parliament, and also whether a 
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report of the commissioners was likely to be presented soon, 
and when the Irish judicial statistics would be produced. 

Earl GRANVILLE was understood to say that a bill had 
already been prepared embodying the recommendations of the 
commission, and the Attorney-General for Ireland had given 
notice of his intention to introduce it in the other House. 
The greater part of the returns had been already made, but, 
this being the first year of their preparation, some delay had 
occurred on the part of some of the officers. He confidently 
expected that they would all be published about the middle of 
June, 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
Monday, April 25. 
Partnersuie Law AMENDMENT BILt, 

Mr, ScHOLEFIELD, in moving the second reading of this 
measure, observed that it was the same in principle a¢ that 
which last year passed through the House, and was sent up to 
the Lords, though too late to be passed into law. The diffi- 
culty which the bill proposed to remedy was this:—At the 
present moment there were only two modes by which a capi- 
talist, desirous of assisting a mercantile concern, could do so: 
he must either lend his money at a fixed rate of interest, or he 
must become a partner, and thus expose to possible risk his 
entire property. ‘The bill proposed that in future a capitalist 
might join a firm as a limited partner, upon the condition that 
he should publicly state, upon a register to be kept for that 
purpose, the amount he had advanced, the terms upon which 
the advence had been made, and various other matters named 
in the measure. The bill was emphatically a creditors’ bill. 
At present a loan to a firm was a secret affair: they were given 
credit for ample capital, but when they became unfortunate it 
was found that the capital had been borrowed, and the lender 
swept away the greater part of the estate. The present bill 
would not at all alter the law of partnership qué those who 
were held out as partners, and the only person whose liability 
would be limited was one of whom the creditors knew nothing, 
except that his name was upon the register for a limited 
amount, The principle was by no means new, for in 1851 a 
committee of the house reported in favour of it, and in 1854 
the present Solicitor-General carried a resolution to the same 
effect. If the bill should be allowed to go into committee, he 
would then explain more fully its details. 

Mr. Hussarp, in moving that the bill be reada second time 
that day six months, contended that the capitalist had no right 
to demand more than a settled rate of interest, and that, when 
he had given to him the opportunity of making unlimited pro- 
fits, his liability should not be limited. It would be subversive 
of commercial equality and justice to upset that theory. It 
might be argued that the law of limited partnership was known, 
and that the liability would be patent to those engaging in 
transactions; but he contended that, let these partnerships be 
ever so well registered, the conditions were not, generally, 
matters of experience. He objected to persons launching out 
into an indefinite system of credit; and, as an illustration of his 
objection he might cite the recent case of a shipowner in the 
north failing for forty times the amount of capital he had em- 
barked. There was nothing, that he could see, to prevent the 
same thing occurring under the present proposal. But he alto- 
gether objected to giving power to a manager or mere creature 
of a capitalist the powers which this bill would give him, and 
of putting profits into his pockets if things went well, but of 
snapping his fingers if the speculation was a reverse, Sucha 
system would demoralise the trade of England. Why should 
not.the capitalist make advances on a bonded loan, certified 
and restricted to a certain period? That, he thought, would 
give the industrious youth, of business capacity, but who had 
no capital, the means of obtaining the assistance he required, 
The bill was not to apply to Scotland unless it was otherwise 
— But why, he asked, was it to be confined to England? 

e could only guess that it was because the people of Scotland 
had a natural reluctance to this mischievous innovation in our 
system of commercial legislation. He protested against that 
mode of legislation because if the bill was good for one country 
it was good for the other. He objected to their yielding to their 
uorthern friends in social or commercial morality, and, under 
all the circumstances, he felt bound to meet the bill with a 
direct negative. 

Mr. Mars said it was impossible not to see that the speech 
of the hon. member for Buckingham was in favour of un- 
limited liability, but he thought the House would consider it 
was impossible for them to retrace their steps, and adopt the 
ers aad which the hon. gentleman advocated. Limited 

ity was principle that was now firmly established in the 





minds of commercial men, and it was being acted upon every 
day to a surprising extent. Joint-stock companies and banks 
were being carried on upon that principle, and they could not 
fail to observe that they were absorbing, to a great extent, the 
old well-established banks and other commercial concerns of 
the country, because they could not be carried on so well by 
individuals. That which had been applied so successfully to 
companies it was proposed to establish for individuals. The 
hon. member for Buckingham said the principle was opposed 
to all commercial morality. But what was the case? By the 
present law a man of capital could not assist a deserving youth 
without becoming liable to his last farthing if he participated 
in the profits. If he lent money on bond, the consequence 
was, that if the person he assisted failed, he came into compe- 
tition with the creditors, and had his dividend. By this bill it 
would be different. ‘The lender of the money would only be 
liable to the extent of the money he had advanced, or had 
promised to advance, and he did not come in as a competitor 
with the creditors. If, however, persons chose to trust beyond 
the amount of the capital, they having the means of ascertain- 
ing by inquiry who the persons were who had joined together, 
and the amount of money that formed the capital, it would be 
their own fault, and they had no reason to complain, With 
regard to the great private banks of the country, it was well 
known the public supplied the capital by the deposits; but it 
was also true that everything the principals possessed was at 
stake under the unlimited liability system. Under this bill, 
if a man joined another on the understanding that he was to 
advance £10,000, and he paid only £3,000, in the case of 
failure he would be liable for the remaining £7,000, and it 
was the duty of the creditors to avail themselves of the securi- 
ties that were provided for them, and ascertain those facts 
before they trust beyond the amount of their liability. This 
bill would give creditors every advantage they required, and a 
fund to resort to. If the principle of limited liability was 
good in the case of seven partners, he saw no reason why it 
should not be applied in the case of twoor three. This bill, 
notwithstanding the opposition it met with last year in the 
select committee from the hon. member for Huntirgdon, was 
read a third time, and was not sent tothe Lords because it was 
too late in the session. It was not surprising to find that 
those who had flourished under a particular system should be 
opposed to any alteration, and that those eminently successful 
commercial men which the hon. member for Buckingham so 
well represented should wish to perpetuate a system which 
they considered so beneficial. ‘The hon. member for Bucking- 
ham had referred to the Hull case, where a gentleman had 
failed for forty times the amount of his capital; but that was 
a strong argument in favour of the bill. No doubt the person 
referred to was a man of some capacity, and if this bill had 
been law, he would, no doubt, have been able to obtain pecu- 
niary assistance, and, instead of losing forty times his capital, 
he might have been a successful and prosperous man, instead 
of being, as now, the reverse. The principle of the bill 
seemed naturally to follow what had been done in the way of 
limited liability. He believed it was a right principle. On 
that feeling he had acted hitherto in legislating in this direc- 
tion, and he hoped the House would adopt the principle of the 
bill. 

Mr. Hopeson and Sir G. Bowyer supported the bill. 

Mr. GreGson objected that the limit proposed by this bill 
was all on one side, for if he gave credit to the extent of 
£10,000 to a man on the faith of the capital of £10,000 sub- 
scribed under this Act, a dozen other persons might do the 
same thing, and then where was the security for the creditor? 
In railways there was a limit on both sides; here there was 
not. He thought the hon. gentleman might as well have gone 
a little further, and have applied the limited liability to one 
instead of two persons, 

Mr. Bucuanan pointed out to the House that the bill was 
an extension of the limited liability to all companies. The 
commercial bodies were entitled to be heard before the select 
committee on this subject, but their evidence was not taken; 
and, more, there were not two men on the committee who held 
the same opinion upon a given point, He trusted that this year 
there would be a select committee upon the question, that the 
bill would be sent upstairs, and that the commercial bodies, 
who best understood what was required, would be heard upon 
the matter. 

The bill was then read a second time without a division. 


Court or CHancery (IRELAND). 


The ArTrorNEY-GENERAL for IRELAND moved for leave to 
introduce a bill to alter the constitution and amend the practice 
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and course of proceeding in the High Court of Chancery in 
Treland. He said it might be convenient to show the necessity 
of this measure by relating the circumstances which had pro- 
duced between the systems of equity practice and procedure in 
the two countries, a divergence of a remarkable, and, as he 
thought, of a very unfortunate character. In Engiand it was 
a matter of common notoriety that, for a long period before 
Chancery reform began, there was very great dissatisfaction 
with the proceedings of this court of equity in this country. 
He then referred to the commissions which had been issued 
with reference to, and the alterations which had taken 
lace in, the practice and procedure of that court. In. 
reland the equity system was identical at its introduction with 
that in England; and it continued so for hundreds of years, 
substantially down to the year 1850, when a complete 
divergence took place. In that year a totally new system of 
practice and procedure was established in Ireland by the Irish 
Chancery Regulation Act, of the 13th & 14th Vict. c. 89; that 
Act was not introduced or founded upon any Royal commission, 
or any report of any committee, or any preparation upon 
which, so far as England was concerned, all measures of 
the kind proceeded. That Act, passed in 1850, altered the 
practice of the Court to a very large extent. It established the 
system of cause petitions, and it gave to Ireland a system 
which had not worked satisfactorily—which had not been 
satisfactory to the practitioners or to the suitors. However 
well designed, tending to substantial justice, it had led to a 
looseness of pleading, a multiplication of affidavits, and a diffi- 
culty in joining issue, and the result had been exceedingly 
unsatisfactory in Ireland. It further created a new jurisdic- 
tion in the masters of the court. It threw into the hands of 
the masters a whole multitude of new classes of causes—testa- 
mentary causes, foreclosure causes, and others, with the details 
of which he need not trouble the House. In 1862 a commis- 
sion was appointed, composed of the most distinguished mem- 
bers of the bench and bar in both countries. ‘The scope of 
that commission was to reduce the costs to suitors and the 
expenditure of public money, and also to assimilate, as far as 
practicable, the practice and procedure of the two countries. 
They reported unanimously in favour of the assimilation, and 
they recommended that the masters in chancery should be 
abolished, with the exception of one, the receiver master. 
They however specified, that in some particulars, owing to 
the peculiar circumstances of Ireland, the system followed 
in that country should not be changed. The bill which he 
proposed to introduce was founded upon those recommenda- 
tions, and, therefore, it had, primd facie, some right to the 
consideration of that House. The measure was divided into 
four parts. The first referred to the appointment of a vice- 
chancellor and chief clerks. The second part related to the 
abolition of three out of the four masters. The third part 
of the bill regarded the reform of the process and procedure 
of the Court of Chancery in Ireland. The fourth concerned 
the stamps and fees. ‘The fifth regarded some miscellaneous 
matters, to which he would refer by-and-bye, The bill, in 
point of fact, was substantially a consolidation of the three 
great English statutes—namely, Sir George Turner’s Act, the 
Masters’ Abolition Act, and the Chancery Improvement Act. 
The bill, following the recommendation of the commissioners, 
therefore provided that the entire existing staff should continue 
to be employed—that there should be no new officers created, 
save the vice-chancellor and the two chief clerks. The masters, 
who were able to do the duty, would not be superannuated, but 
would be compelled to perform duties in other places. The 
assistant-registrars and the general clerks would be taken from 
the old and others would be employed in looking after the 
records. The appointment of the chief clerks would be vested 
in the Lord Chancellor and the Vice-Chancellor. The result 
would be that instead of imposing an additional burden on the 
community, there would be asaving of £4,000 or £5,000 a-year, 
The third part of the bill related to the practice and procedure 
ofthe court. It abolished the Irish Chancery Regulation Act, 
so far as regarded the procedure of the Court, and 
was framed in accordance with the recommendations 
of the commissioners, and he considered that a more 
wise proceeding could not be adopted. If the provisions 
contained in the bill were adopted, the English system sub- 
stantially, and in all its parts, would be transferred to Ireland, 
The fourth part of the bill had reference to the stamps and 
fees. The commission were of opinion that all fees in the 
Court of Chancery should be collected by stamps, and this 
would be provided by the bill. The fifth part had reference 
to the sums unclaimed in the Court of Chancery. In England 
they were allocated to the Suitors’ Fee Fund after fifteen 





years, and it was proposed to establish the same system in 
Treland. This was the outline of the bill, which was founded 
upon the recommendation of commissioners of the very hi 
authority. The right hon. gentleman concluded by moving 
for leave to bring in the bill. 

Mr. Wurrestve said that in 1850 Sir John Romilly passed 
an Act for the reform of the Court of Chancery in 
which his right hon, friend was about ruthlessly to overturn, 
That Act was called the Chancery Regulation Act, and by it 
Sir John Romilly gave the suitor the choice of suing, as in 
England, either by bill or by petition. That Act of Sir 
John Romilly’s had been successful. And what did he do 
as to the masters, who were not gouty old men of eighty, 
but were able to do their work? He retained them, and 
thereby saved the country £15,000 a year for fifteen 
years. For this he had incurred the censure of the right 
hon, gentleman, who said that the masters ought to have 
been abolished fifteen years ago. Those tlemen had 
faithfully, most efficiently, and most’ ably, 
the duties that were imposed upon them. They de- 
cided ten causes for every one decided by the Ch or, 
and he (Mr. Whiteside) challenged his right hon, friend to 
show how many of their decrees had been reversed. He had 
himself taken the trouble to inquire, and he found that not three 
per cent. of their decisions had been reversed. And now, what 
was the expense involved in this bill? He drew attention to 
this because it was the vital part of the bill. All the rest 
was leather and prunella. At the present the whole business 
was done by three gentlemen and their staff, at an expense 
not exceeding £12,000 a-year. And these were all to be paid 
off, The commissioners were of opinion that one vice-chan- 
cellor, with a chief clerk, would be sufficient; power, however 
being reserved to the Chancellor to appoint an additional chief 
clerk, and an assistant clerk to the Master of the Rolls, or the 
Vice-Chancellor, or both of them. Now, the salary of the 
Vice-Chancellor would be £4,000 a-year; chief clerk, £1,500; 
second clerk, £800; and third clerk, £600; making £6,900; and 
the Master of the Rolls’ staff would be the same. And his 
impression was, that the staff would be doubled forthwith, 
under the power that was reserved, so that the work which 
was now done for £12,000 would cost £27,000. That was 
the economy that was proposed while the country was suffer- 
ing as it now was. Then arose the question, was this a work 
of utility or necessity? If it were, then would he join 
heartily with his right hon. friend in passing this bill. It was 
proposed that two vice-chancellors should be appointed. 
As soon as that announcement was made, and the idea got 
abroad that it was proposed to throw the Encumbered Estates 
Court into Chancery, there was general confusion. He 
thought his hon. and learned friend the Attorney-General for 
Ireland had said that the feeling of the profession was in 
favour of the abolition of the masters; but he (Mr. Whiteside) 
believed that there were as many witnesses one way as the 
other. The Incorporated Society of Solicitors de- 
clared that, in its general bearings, the Irish Chancery Re- 
gulation Act had worked well for the public, and that there 
had been a great saving of expense, particularly in suits for 
the administration of real estates. ‘The body of solicitors in 
Belfast had stated that “the system of proceeding by cause 
petitions and affidavits in the courts of the Lord Chan- 
cellor and the Master of the Rolls, as affected by the Irish 
Chancery Regulation Act, is a vast improvement upon the 
present system, though capable of being still further modified.” 


- He wished the right hon. gentleman to give an estimate as to 


the expense involved in the measure; and to show by argu- 
ment that the tribunal he sought to establish was better than, 
or would work as well and as cheaply as, the tribunal he 

to abolish. As to the observation about affidavits, the 
hon, gentleman knew as well as he (Mr. Whiteside) did, tha 
a few lines of a general order would have put an end to that 
inconvenience. He trusted, then, upon the grounds he had 
stated, that in a matter so serious the right hon. gentleman 
would give time for considering and ascertaining the opinion 
of the public on this bill, both with regard to its principles and 
details, 

Mr. Scutrty said this bill had for its authority the highest 
names of the profession in England or Ireland; the highest ex- 
cept his right hon. friend. He (Mr. Scully) would be glad to 
avail himself of the present staff, and to make one of the” 
masters a vice-chancellor; for this gentleman had no more 
right to be pensioned off than any clerk in the office; but on 
the whole he (Mr. Scully) supported the measure of 
tion. It might be that the Irish Vice-Chancellor would be un- 
approachable; certainly the English was such. It was true 
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that the Irish judges were the aristocracy of Dublin, while the 
English judges were scarcely of the middle classes of England. 
Here their wages made the difference. If his right hon. friend 
were a suitor in the master’s office, he would be glad to get out 
of it. The estates of the late John Sadleir were in the master’s 
office after nine years, and not one sixpence of his debts had 
been paid, There was a difficulty in drawing up the rules to 
regulate cause petitions in Ireland; but if the Master of the 
Rolls and the Lord Chancellor could not agree upon such 
rules, surely the Legislature might frame them. He supported 
the introduction of the bill. 

After a few remarks from Mr. Vance, Mr. George, and Mr. 
P. Hennessy, leave was given to bring in the bill, upon the 
understanding that it should be read a second time on Thurs- 
day fortnight. 

Tuesday, April 26. 

Mr. ScourFietp moved “ That a select committee be ap- 
pointed to inquire into the operation of the standing orders of 
this House, and of the Act 9 & 10 Vict. c. 20, which regulate 
the deposit of money, or of public securities, with the courts 
of chahcery in England and Ireland, and of the Court of Ex- 
ehequer in Scotland, in respect of works and undertakings 
requiring the authority of Parliament by private bills.” 

The motion was agreed to. 


Thursday, April 28. 
Patent Law ComMISsION. 

Mr, Dittwyn asked the Secretary for the Home Depart- 
ment when the Patent Law Commission would make its report. 

Lord Stanxey said, as he was chairman of the commission, 
he would answer the question. He hoped to have the report 
ready about Whitsuntide. It would have been ready before 
now, but it had been delayed through the necessity of sending 
communications to the Chambers of Commerce and other 
public bodies who had to make their returns, some of which 
had not yet been received, 





Bending Measures of Degislation. 
A Birt To AMEND THE Law or PARTNERSHIP. 

The following bill has been introduced into the House of 

ons :-— 

1, This Act may be cited as the ‘‘ Partnership Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1864.” 

2. In the construction of this Act the following words shall 
be construed as hereinafter mentioned :— 

“Business” shall mean any business of commerce, trade, 
manufacture, or any calling .capable of being carried on in 
co-partnership, whether carried on by one person or by more 
than one person in co-partnership: 

“ General partner” shall have the same signification as the 
word “ partner” had previously to the passing of this Act: 

* Limited partnership” shall mean any partnership which 
shall contain one or more limited partners: 

“The plaintiff partnership” shall mean any partnership 
suing as plaintiffs or petitioners in the name of the firm, under 
the provisions of this Act, and any partnership or person who 
may at any time, during the pending of the action, suit, or 
other proceedings, carry on the business of the partnership so 
suing: 


“ The defendant partnership” shall mean any partnership 
or person carrying on business as a firm being sued as defen- 
dants or respondents in the name of the firm, under the pro- 
visions of this Act, and any partnership or person who may, at 
any time during the pending of the action, suit, or other pro- 
ceeding, carry on the same business as the partnership or 
person so sued: 

“Partnership assets” shall include or mean any lands, 
hereditaments, goods, and effects to which any general part- 
mers may be jointly entitled by virtue of the partnership, 
and also any lands, hereditaments, goods, and eflects of any 
individual general partner, or of any individual carrying on 
business as a firm, or used by him in or about or in connexion 
with the business: 

“ Share of profits” shall include not only a share of profits 
properly so called, but any payment varying with, or depen- 
dent upon, or payable ont of, the profits of a business, whether 
the same be payable in one sum or more, or at certain or un- 

times: 


Any person shall be construed to ‘‘lend money,” within the 
meaning of this Act, who shall either advance money to a 
business, or who, being entitled, whether as a retiring partner 
e@ otherwise, to demand and receive present payment of the 


value of any share or interest of or in the capital or other 





funds of a business, shall, after the value thereof shall have 
been ascertained between such person and the person or 
persons liable to pay the same, allow the same to remain 
therein, or to be used by such person or persons for the pur- 
poses of such business: 

“ Suit ” shall include any action, suit, or other proceeding in 
any court of law or equity, 

3. A limited partnership may, subject to the provisions of 
this Act, be entered into between one or more general partners, 
and one or more limited partners, as hereinafter defined. 

4, Any person who, subject to the provisions of this Act, 
shall lend or contract to lend money to any general partner 
or partners under which he shall share profits or profits and 
losses, shall thereupon become and be a limited partner with 
such general partner or partners; provided, always, that any 
such contract in respect whereof the provisions of this Act 
shall not be complied with shall constitute the person lending 
the money a general partner with the person borrowing the same. 

5. A limited partner shall not be liable to creditors of the 
limited partnership except to the extent and in manner herein- 
after mentioned. 

6. The High Court of Chancery in England, and the Court 
of Chancery in Ireland, may, at the suit of any creditor or 
partner of or in a limited partnership, entertain a suit for the 
winding-up of any limited partnership in any of the cases fol- 
lowing (that is to say): 

(1.) Whenever execution or other process issued on a 
judgment, decree, or order obtained in any court in 
favour of any creditor at law or in equity in any suit 
instituted by such creditor against the general partner 
or partners is returned unsatisfied i: whole or in part; 

(2.) Whenever the general partner, or all the general 
partners (if there be more than one) has or have 
been adjudicated bankrupt; or, 

(3.) Whenever it is proved to the satisfaction of the Court 
that the general partner or all the general partners 
(if there be more than one) is or are unable to pay 
his or their debts. 

7. The Court of Chancery may, at any time after the in- 
stitution of such suit as last aforesaid, and before or after decree, 
restrain further proceedings in any suit against the general 
partner or partners upon such terms (if any) as the Court may 
think fit. 

8. In the event of any limited partnership being wound up 
in any such suit as aforesaid, every present and past limited 
partner shall be liable to contribute to the assets of the limited 
partnership to an amount sufficient for payment of the debts 
and liabilities of the limited partnership, and the costs of the 
said suit, and the payment of such sums as may be required 
for the adjustment of the rights of the limited partners amongst 
themselves with the qualifications following: 

(1.) No past limited partner shall be liable to contribute 
in respect of any debt or liability contracted after 
the time at which he ceased to be a limited partner; 

(2.) No limited partner shall be liable to contribute to an 
amount exceeding the amount (if any) unpaid by him 
of the loan contracted to be made by him to the gene~ 
ral partner or partners; 

(3.) No sum due to any limited partner in his character 
as such by way of profits or otherwise shal] be deemed 
to be a debt of the partnership payable to such 
limited partner in a case of competition between 
himself and any other creditor not being a limited 
partner of the partnership; but any such sum may 
be taken into account for the purposes of the final 
adjustment of the rights of the partners amongst 
themselves. 

- 9. In order to entitle any persons to constitute a limited 
partnership under this Act, the following particulars shall be 
registered in the manner herein-after provided: 

(1.) The surname and Christian name or other name or 
names in full, and the place or places of residence of 
each of the partners, and whether he be a general or 
a limited partner; 

(2.) The nature of the business and of the place or 
places at which it is carried on or to be carried on; 

(3.) The name of the firm in which the business is of 
is to be carried on; 

(4.) The sum or sums of money lent or to be lent by each 
limited partner, the time or times at which such sum 
or sums shall have been or shall be so lent, and the 
time or times at which the same shall become or be 
repayable. 

10, The registrar of joint stock companies shall be the re- 














April 30, 1864. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 509 








gistrar under this Act, and shall be called the registrar of joint 
stock companies and partnerships. 

11. Every such registration as aforesaid shall be effected 
within fifteen days after the loans shall have been made, or 
the contract for loan entered into (as the case may be). 

12. Except in the cases herein-atter provided, no repayments, 


satisfaction, or new or additional security shall in any manner |, 


be made or given of, or in respect of, any part of the money 
lent uncer the provisions of this Act before the expiration of 
the time or times registered for repayment as aforesaid. 

18. A limited partner shall become a general partner in the 
firm in any of the following cases:— 

(1). If he violate the provisions of the foregoing sections 
or any of them; 

(2.) If he do or suffer any act, or thing (other than lend- 
ing money, as herein-before is provided, and ascer- 
taining the amount of the profits or losses of the 
business), which, previous to the passing of this Act, 
would have rendered a person doing or suffering the 
same, a partner, or liable as a partuer in the firm; 

(3.) If, under ary power of attorney, procuration, or 
authority, he do or suffer any act or thing which, if 
done without such power of attorney, procuration, or 
authority, would have rendered him a general partner; 

(4.) If the limited partnership shall, with the knowledge 
or privity of the limited partner, use, as the name of 
the firm, any other name than that registered. 

(5.) If the registered name of the firm include the name 
and surname in full of any limited partner, or any 
name and surname identical therewith. 

14. A limited partnership shall be dissolved as to any 
limited partner upon the arrival of the time at which the sum 
of money lent by such limited partner, or the latest time at 
which any portion or instalment of such sum becomes repay- 
able to him, or by the death or bankruptcy of one or more of 
the general partners, or by mutual consent, or upon the 
general partner or partners ceasing to carry on the business, or 
upon a decree of the Court of Chancery for winding-up; and 
the executors or administrators of any limited partner shall in 
all cases, as such executors or administrators, and as respects 
the assets of such deceased limited partner, be subject to the 
same liabilities as such limited partner would have been sub- 
ject to if he had lived. 

15. Upon the dissolution of any limited partnership, any 
person having been a limited partner therein may renew the 
said loan upon the same or any new or varied contract, and 
thereupon a fresh registration shall be effected, and such person 
shall thereupon again become a limited partner in respect of 
the sum, and upon the contract specified of the last-mentioned 
registration. 

16. It shall be lawful for any limited partner, at any time, to 
lend any further sum to the general partner, or to extend the 
period for which any subsisting loan shall be made, and there- 
upon a fresh registration shall be effected in respect of the 
sum of money already registered, as well as of the said further 
loan, or the particulars required by this Act to be registered, 
of such extended loan, as the case may be, and an entry shall 
be appended to the former registration to the effect that it is 
superseded, 

17. Upon the dissolution of ony limited partnership by 
mutual consent, an entry of such dissolution shall, within 
fifteen days thereafter, be appended to the registration of the 
limited partnership, and such dissolution shall within the 
same period be advertised in the London Gazette: provided 
always, that, until such entry and advertisement shall be 
made and published the limited partnership shall be deemed 
to continue so far as regards third persons. 

18. It shall be lawful for any clerk, manager, or servant, in 
the employment of any person engaged in any business, to 
receive, or to contract to receive, in exclusion of or in addition 
to any fixed salary or wages, a share of profits, without 
thereby being or becoming subject to any liabilities of a 
general partner: provided always, that no such contract shall re- 
quire registration under this Act. Every clerk, manager, or 
servant, contracting to receive a share of profits, shall, in the 
absence of express contract to the contrary, be entitled to 
ascertain the amount of the profits of the business; but, ex- 
cept as aforesaid, he shall not, by reason of such contract or 
receipt of a share of profits, acquire any of the rights of a 
general partner. 

19. Persons required to cause registration to sign a state- 
ment of particulars to be registered. 

20, Provision of section 174 of the Companies’ Act, 1862, to 
apply to registration under this Act. 





21. Register books to be open. Certified copies of documents 
and entries to be evidence. 

22. All applications to register may be sent by post. 

23. All fees may be paid by post office order. 

24. Persons forging signature ot registrar, &c., to be guilty 
of felony. 

And whereas it is expedient to enable persons carrying on 
business in copartnership to sue in the name of the firm, and to 
enable any persons or person carrying on business as a firm to 
be sued in the name of the firm, be it enacted aa follows: — 

25. Any person carrying on business in partnership (whether 
or not registered under this Act) may sue in the name of the 
partnership firm, and any persons or person carrying on busi- 
ness as a firm (whether or not registered under this Act) may 
be sued in the name of such firm. 

26. Service of writs, &c. 

27. No suit in which any plaintiff or defendant partnership 
may sue or be sued as such shall abate or be rendered defective 
or otherwise affected by any of the circumstances following 
(that is to say) :— 

(1.) The dissolution of the partnership; or, 

(2.) Any change of the persons so suing or persons or 
person being so sued, so long as some person or per- 
sons shall continue to carry on the same business, 

28. Ifin any such suit as aforesaid any judgment, decree, 
or order shall be given or made against or upon any defendant 
or plaintiff partnership which has been dissolved pending such 
suit, execution may, upon such order as is in that behalf herein- 
after provided being made, be issued, as the case may require, 
against the lands, goods, or bodies of all or any of the persons 
following (that is to say):— 

(1.) The general partners of the plaintiff partnership at the 
time that the cause of suit arose, or at any subsequent 
time: 

(2.) The general partners of the defendant partnership at 
the time that the cause of suit arose. 

29. If in any such suit as aforesaid any judgment, decree, or 
order shall be given or made against or upon any defendant or 
plaintiff partnership which has not been dissolved pending such 
suit, execution on such judgment, decree, or order shall, in the 
first place, be issued against the partnership assets of the de- 
fendant or plaintiff partnership. 

30. If any execution be issued against any partnership as- 
sets under the last section of this Act, and if there cannot be 
found sufficient whereon to levy such execution, then such 
execution may be issued, as the case may require, against the 
separate or private lands and goods, or against the bodies of all 
or any of the persons following (that is to say): 

(1.) The general partners of the plaintiff partnership at the 
time that the cause of suit arose, or at any subsequent 
time: 

(2.) The general partners of or the person constituting the 
defendant partnership at the time that the cause of 
suit arose. 

31. No execution shall be issued against the lands, goods, or 
bodies of any general partner or partners, past or present, of 
any defendant or plaintiff partnership, or the person consti- 
tuting any defendant partnership, except by leave of the court 
in which such judgment, decree, or order shall have been ob- 
tained, or of a judge of such court, upon motion or summons 
for a rule to show cause, or other motion or summons con 
sistent with the practice of the court, without any su i 
or scire facias in that behalf; and it shall be lawful for such 
Court or judge to make absolute or discharge such rule, or 
allow or dismiss such motion, as the case may be, and to 
decree the costs of the application to be paid by either 
party, or to make such other order therein as to such 
Court or judge shall seem fit; and in such case such forms 
of writ or execution shall be sued out of the courts of 
law and equity respectively, for giving effect to the provision 
in that behalf aforesaid, as the judges of such courts 
tively shall from time to time think fit to order, and the exe- 
cution of such writs shall be enforced in such manner as writs 
of execution are now enforced. 

32. For the purpose of ascertaining the names and ad- 
dresses of the persons or person to be charged under the ia 
vious sections of this Act, it shall be lawful for the defendant 
or plaintiff, in any suit instituted under the provisions of this 
Act, at any stage of such suit, by writing, to require the plain- 
tiff or defendant partnership (as the case may be), or the 
attorney or solicitor for such plaintiff or defendant 
ship, to state in writing the names and pong of the 
general partner or partners, past and present, part- 
nership, or the person constituting the defendant partnership; 
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and in default of compliance with such request within four 
clear days, the Court in which such suit shall have been in- 
stituted may make such order in the premises, and as to the 
costs of the order, as the justice of the case may require. 

ioe Persons convicted of making false statement to be guilty 


perjury. 
34, This Act shall not extend to Scotland, unless when 
otherwise expressly provided. 








IRELAND. 


In the Rolls’ Court on the 27th inst., in a case of Lewis and 
Howe, Ex parte Lord Strathallen, Mr. Serjt. Sullivan, in- 
structed by Mr. Crookshank, on behalf of Lord Strathallen, 
moved that Messrs, Lewis & Howe be ordered to furnish, 
within ten days, the particulars of all costs due to them by 
Lord Strathallen, or his son, the Hon. James David Drum- 
mond, It appeared, from an affidavit of Lord Strathallen, that 
his son, Mr. Drummond, and a Mr. De Burgh, were officers in 
the 1}th Hussars. In 1862, Mr. Drummond incurred liabili- 
ties, and became responsible, together with Mr. De Burgh, for 
a bill for £1,000. Messrs, Lewis & Howe were authorised to 
clear off the liabilities of Mr. Drummond; and Lord Strath- 
allen remitted to them two sums of £500. Lord Strathallen 
subsequently sent them other moneys for the payment of his 
son’s liabilities and costs. Counsel read letters to the effect 
that Mr. De Burgh’s father had written to Lewis & Howe 
authorising thera to pay to Lord Strathallen the £500 
which he had advanced for Mr. De Burgh out of the proceeds 
of an estate which they were instructed to sell for Mr. De 
Burgh, and which had realised £1,590. 

The Master or THE Rots made the order sought, without 
prejudice to the right of the applicant to proceed by way of 
petition. 








COLONIAL TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 


INDIA. 
REGISTRATION OF ASSURANCES. 


By the last advices from India, it appears that a bill entitled 
“A Bill to provide for the Registration of Assurances,” was 
about to be passed by the Legislative Council. The measure, 
it is stated, is one which must produce results of great conse- 
quence. Its object is briefly explained. Throughout India a 
regular trade is carried on in forging deeds relating to the pos- 
session of land, In every village there is a man whose business 
it is to counterfeit signatures and seals, and hence a deed is in 
itself very poor evidence in acourt of Jaw. This bill renders 
it imperative that every deed, relating in any way to the pur- 
chase or transfer of land, or which creates or extinguishes a 
tight toland, shall be registered in courts duly established and 
authorised by the Act as soon after the deed is executed as pos- 
sible, This registration will make a title indisputable, and the 
security it gives to such companies as that lately formed in 

for investments in Indian land is immense. At pre- 

sent aman may forge a deed at a moment’s notice, and set up 
a claim which no one is able to deny, and that no one even 
ver heard of before. There is another class of instruments, 
the registration of which is left optional—those which relate 
to the of general property, or to ordinary mone- 
tary transactions. In effect, the registration will prove the 
genuineness of such deeds, and when it is found that 
war are accepted without scruple in the courts, there 
be few left unregistered. The bill will do more to 

root out forgery, lessen litigation, and encourage investments in 
land than any measure ever passed by the Indian Legislature, 
supplementary to Mr Maine’s Small Cause Court Bill, 
is to be brought forward early next session, Mr. Maine 
stated in the Vice-Regal Council that he deferred it only 
bills which had been longer under consideration might be 


of. 

ir Mordaunt Wells, before leaving India, visited Bombay, 
his way home. There the members of the bar entertained 
and he made a speech which has given great offence to 
colleagues, no less than to the body of the public. He ac- 
civilian judges of gross ignorance, of a desire to destroy 
ivileges of the bar, of incompetence, and of all the faults 
which a judge should be free from. The speech 
the greatest astonishment, and it is regretted that 
act of Sir Mordauat Wells in India should have been 
up this ill feeling -———~— 
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The convocation of the Calcutta University, for conferring 
degrees, was held in March, and was largely attended. The 
Vice-Chancellor, Mr. Maine, delivered an address which gave 
the greatest pleasure to the audience—for good speeches are 
not delivered every day in India. He tried very hard to kindle 
a warmer feeling of interest in the University among the 
wealthy natives, and also among the Europeans, and, altogether 
the address was remarkably well adapted to the requirements, 
of the occasion. 

We extract froma recent communication the following re- 
marks relative to the death of Mr. Mills, Q.C., at Calcutta:-- 

‘‘The death of the new judge, Mr. Henry Mills, Q.C., will 
doubtless strengthen the evil impressions of the climate of this 
place which exist at home. There are some men whom it hap- 
pens to suit-—of course it does not kill everybody; and to hear 
these people talk, one would suppose that Calcutta was the most 
healthy city in the world. It is, in point of fact, at certain 
seasons of the year, simply a deadly place, and the only result 
of disguising the fact is, that no attempt has been made till 
very lately to do what is possible to make it clean and whole- 
some. Mr. Strachey, chairman of the new Sanitary Commis- 
sion, has presented a report, which states that the atmosphere 
reeks with poison, Every new comer is an object of special 
interest to his friends, if he happens to have any, for it is 
quite uncertain how long he may retain his health. Poor 
Mr. Mills died of the Calcutta disease—dysentery. “Ifa man 
is fortunate when he first comes out,” remarked the doctor 
who presides over the Calcutta Medical College the other 
day, ‘he will have fever; if he is unfortunate he will have 
dysentery; if he is very unfortunate he will have cholera.’ 
This is a comfortable choice. The plain truth is, that the cit 
is an abomination, and why people should be afraid to spe 
it out is hard to understand. Calcutta, as it has grown larger, 
has been getting worse and worse. It is fast becoming a vast 
cesspool; every variety of filth accumulates in the streets; the 
natives are horribly dirty in all their habits—in England, 
people who have not been in the East can form no conception 
of their dirtiness; 5,000 corpses are annually thrown into the 
river, and are washed up and down among the shipping. Who 
can wonder that disease hangs over the place like a cloud? 
Mr. Mills is one of the victims to the frightful neglect of 
sanitary laws, but people try to explain his death by saying 
that he was subject to dysentery, only the deaths lately have 
been too numerous to be all smoothed over in this way. Cal- 
cutta is an infamously filthy and most dangerous city, and if 
as much pains had been taken to improve it as have been 
taken to conceal its shameful state, we might not now be 
living in an atmosphere which may kill you to-day, or let you 
live for a few years, but which is quite sure to sap the powers 
of life sooner or later.” 











REVIEW. 


A Manual of Common Law; comprising the fundamental 
principles and the points most usually occurring in daily life 
and practice. For the Practitioner, Student, and General 
Reader. By Jostaun W. Situ, Esq., B.C.L., Q.C. Stevens, 
Sons, & Haynes. 1864. 

The great success of Mr. Josiah Smith’s ‘Manual of 
Equity,” which is already in its seventh edition, was, no doubt, 
a strong inducement to him to aim at producing a manual of 
“common law,” constructed upon the same plan; and the 
speedy sale of the first edition of the new work is the best justifi- 
cation of the wisdom of such an attempt. Apart from the exten- 
sive and varied learning of the editor of “ Fearne’s Contingent 
Remainders,” and author of a treatise on Executory Interests, and 
on Real and Personal Property, and from the great experience 
in authorship which the composition of such work implies, Mr, 
Josiah Smith unquestionably possesses some special faculties 
which peculiarly fit him for producing such text-books as these 
manuals. He possesses, in an eminent degree, that kind of 
logical skill which exhibits itself in the simple arrangement, 
but exhaustive division, of wide and complicated subjects and 
is, moreover, gifted with the rare power of accurate condensation. 
The result is the production of these comparatively small 
books, each comprising in itself a complete epitome of English 
law as it is administered on one side of Westminster Hall. 
Having laid down the groundwork of his plan, his method is 
to arrange the topics, as far as ible, in the order of thought, 
and then to state the law relating to each in consecutive pro- 
positions, each one being accompanied by a reference to text- 
books or reported cases. The danger in any such work is, 
that in labouring to be as brief as possible, the author may 
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frequently become obscure, and, without great care, can 
hardly avoid that species of error which consists in half truth, 
It is no doubt extremely difficult, in English law especially, 
to be at once concise and correct, and to lay down clear 
general principles without any of the special matter in which 
they are to be found enveloped in the reported cases. Fear 
of the Abstract, and too profound a deference for decisive 
recedents, have long been the characteristics of English 
awyers, and particularly of those who compose our legal text- 
books; and the reasons are not hard to discover. Although 
English Jaw is, to a great extent, similar to that kind of soil 
which landowners sometimes claim against the Crown, as 
being the result of slow and imperceptible accretions, yet, in 
other respects, it is very different from such works of nature. 
If the Centuries have by degrees built up for us great institu- 
tions, and given us a huge body of legal doctrine, the mode of 
acquisition has been somewhat spasmodic and unsatisfactory. 
A few statutes have produced violent disruptions, and great 
floods of decisions have sprung from the most unlikely sources. 
No law but that of Empiricism has governed the development 
of English jurisprudence, and the result is a wide-spread 
fear of principles, and distrust of every adviser who 
cannot cite “a case in point,” 

Such a state of things is troublesome and bad enough 
for those who have arrived at the stage of actual prac- 
tice, by which time they may have managed somehow or 
other to get hold of a few general notions, but it is simply 
deplorable for beginners. Many a man who has risen 
to eminence in the profession has expressed his horror at 
the miseries which he suffered before he got inside the 
vestibule, and of these the worst were in former times 
attributable to the want of works of an introductory cha- 
racter, such as these manuals of Mr. Josiah Smith. A few 
years ago students of the Inns of Court and articled clerks 
were without the help of these valuable guides to persons 
entering the profession of the law. Except in the various text- 
books devoted to special topics or small branches of the law, 
where it is almost impossible for a beginner to discover the 
relations of the subject to the general body of jurisprudence, 
and the pleasant reading of Blackstone’s Commentaries, where 
he might, no doubt, obtain a good bird’s-eye view of the whole 
domain, he could only hope to gain an acquaintance with his 
profession in a somewhat casual manner by reading the volumes 
of reports—which few men can do with any satisfaction to 
themselves, until they have had a few years practice of this 
kind of study. A new order of things, however, has arisen in 
this respect within the last twenty years. Well written intro- 
ductory manuals, designed specially for the use of students, 
have become common. Some of them are devoted to particular 
branches, while others take in large divisions or comprehensive 
heads of law. To the latter class belong Mr. Josiah Smith’s 
works on Equity and Common Law. An ordinary student 
would have no difficulty, with these two manuals in his hand 
for a month, of obtaining a fair notion of the main body of doc- 
trine, as distinguished from practice and procedure, of English 
law; and he might, with industry, not only within that space 
of time master their contents, so as to answer passably at an 
examination, but he might carry away with him a better gene- 
ral idea of the whole subject than, in the absence of such aid, he 
could acquire without protracted study. Mr. Smith gives not only 
the outline, but fills it up throughout sufficiently to make it what 
surveyors call “readable.”’ There is no greater help to the proper 
understanding of a complicated theme than a due regard to logic 
in its main divisions, and a proper co-ordination of its parts, so 
that a student, as he reads, may not merely take in the things that 
he reads, but, as it were, insensibly acquire a just perception of 
their relations; and this is rendered possible by such works as 
that now before us, where each great subdivision and particular 
topic of law is treated as part of an harmonious whole. 
Another advantage of works of this kind is, that they form a 
very convenient storehouse for further and more definite acqui- 
sitions. Being divided into a great number of placita 
—just as we might suppose a well-arranged, common. 
place book would be—there is hardly a case involving any 
question of principle at either side of Westminster Hall 
which might not be noted up conveniently in these two 
manuals, 

The first edition of the Common Law Manual contained 
a chapter of seventy pages on bankruptcy, which was a 
consolidated abridgment and arrangement of the leading provi- 
sions of the two great Bankruptcy Acts, in a readable form, 
with a few other points, In this edition that chapter is 
omitted, and the present volume is confined to common law; 
but, in consequence of the addition of more than 100 pages of 





new matter on common law, the work is somewhat enlarged, 
For those who have not yet met with this most useful little 
work, we may mention that it is divided into four parts, as 
follows:—Part I. Of private rights and wrongs, concerning 
the person, character, or reputation. Part IL. Of private 
rights and wrongs concerning the subjects of property, 
as cognizable at common law. Title 1. Of contracts 
generally. Title 2. Of injuries to proprietary rights. 
Part III. Of private rights and wrongs concerning cer- 
tain relations of life as cognizable at common law. Title 
1. Domestic relations of life. Title 2. Relations of life 
in respect of property. Title 3. Relations of life in respect of 
employment. Part IV. Of the enforcement of private rights, 
and the redress of, and protection from, private w or 
civil injuries. Title 1. Of the enforcement of rights, the 
redress of, and protection from, wrongs, by the mere act of 
the parties, or by the mere operation of law, Title 2, Of the 
enforcement of rights and the redress of wrongs, and protection 
from wrongs, by the courts of common law. Title 3. Of the 
leading principles and rules of evidence by which the courts of 
common law are regulated in civil cases. 

It will be seen by this short analysis that our author in this 
small work covers a great deal of ground, and that his plan is 
well adapted as a guide to beginners in the study of Common 
Law. 








CHANCERY FUNDS COMMISSION. 

We extract from the recent report of the Chancery Funds 
Commissioners the following list of articles which have been 
deposited in the Court of Chancery in various matters and 
causes :— 

Matter.—Anonymous, a small box containing jewels. 

Bariatinsky, Princess, C. E. L. M. F., @ person of un- 
sound mind, a box labelled “ Jewels.” 

Cause.—Blount v. Nolan, Trusts, &c., a box marked “ Foreign 

securities,” 

Matter.—Colman, George, a paper said to be his will. 

Cause.—Bevan v. Attorney-General, a box marked “* Railway 

and other stock and shares.” 

a Davies v. Hallett, a parcel marked “ Shares, &c.” 
Matter.—Fludyer, Sir Samuel, Bart., a person 

mind, five chests and one box, marked ** Plate and 
jewellery.” 

Cause.—Greville v. Greville, P. E. J. Greville, and others, 
&c., a box marked “ Securities.” 

Greville v. Greville, Lady E. E. Dawson and others, 
&c., a box marked “ Securities.” 

Greville v. Greville, E. C., Baroness de Cetto, and 
others, &c., a box marked “* Securities.” 

Matter.—Gleddon, George, a box marked “ Foreign securities.” 
me Holmes, John, a box marked “ Foreign securities.” 

Cause.—Jones v. Lloyd, a bag of — money. 

“ Secretary of State, &c., India, v. Meffan, a box 

marked “ Foreign securities.” 

Garrod v. Holmes, a box raarked “ Securities for out- 
standing estate.’’ 

Matter.—Jeremiah Robert Ives, a person of unsound mind, a 

box marked “ Royal Danish Railway shares.” 

Cause.—Kell v. Charman, a box marked “ Securities.” e 

May v. Da Costa, a debenture deed. 

Nixon v. Few, a box marked “ United States Bank 
shares.” 

Pritchard v. Fleetwood, a deed of settlement. 

‘ Reeve v. Hancock, two boxes of plate marked No, 1 
& 2. 

Sidebottom v. Butterworth, a box marked “ Securi- 
ties.” 

uh Stephens v. Green, a box marked “ Securities, &c.” 

Stacpoole, Duchess, v. Lodge, a box marked “This 

cause.” 

‘: Taylor v. Hall, Hannah Armitage, a box marked 

“ Railway stock.” 
Matter.—Wakeman, Mary Teresa, a person of unsound mind, 
a box marked “ Plate, jewellery, and trinkets.” 

Cause.—White ¢. Killersby, five tallies. 

: Trezevant v. Broughton, a box marked “ This cause.” 

We also extract from the same report the following re- 
turns :— 

Return to the CHarRMAN of the Cuancerr Fuxps Commis-. 
SION in compliance with the letter of the Secretary to the 
Commission, dated 16th March, 1863. 
The percentage on the clear annual incomes of lunatics 

authorised by the Lunacy Regulation Act, 1863, is not paid 
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at the office of the Masters in Lunacy, but is collected, in part 

means of stamps purchased by the parties of the Commis- 

of the Inland Revenue, and in part by the Accountant- 

General of the Court of Chancery carrying over the percent- 

age in particular lunacies from the funds in his hands belong- 
ing to such lunatics to the Suitors’ Fee Fund account. 

Such percentage, however, whether collected by stamps or 
carried over by the Accountant-General, are so collected and 
carried over under certificates of the said masters, which state 
the net income of each lunatic and the amount of percentage 
to be paid or carried over thereon. 

The total amount of all the clear incomes so certified for 
the ending the 28th October, 1862, was £373,211. 

amounts of such clear incomes are divisible according to 
the rate of percentage as follows: — 
Amonnt of incomes on which the rate of 4 £ s. d, 

per cent. was payable ............s00.ssssees0e06 123,893 0 0 
Ditto 3 per cent. ditto ..... 109,701 0 0 
Ditto 2 per cent. ditto ...... 141,617 0 0 

No fees are received by the said masters or their clerks, but 
the fees payable under the said Act on proceedings in the 
offices of the said masters are paid by purchasing stamps of 
the Commissioners of the Inland Revenue. 

The following documents, however, were issued by the 
masters during the above-mentioned year, having the under- 
mentioned stamps affixed to them, viz:-— 

435 reports and certificates having each £1 stamp affixed. 

3 requests to attend court, having each £1 stamp affixed. 

May 9, 1863, H. Enriexp, Chief Clerk. 


Return of the Toran Amount payable in respect of the 
Offices in Lunacy, and the Officers thereof, including Sala- 
ries, Compensations, Rent, and Expenses. 


Salaries, 

















2 Masters in lunacy at £2,000 £ s. dQ. £ 58. de 
MEE SaliGldestasbepesarsensveeceers 4,000 © 0 
Chief clerk to ditto at............ 800 0 0 
2 Clerks to ditto at £600 each 1,200 0 0 
BME GE coscncsorsrercnecessrerees - 350 0 0 
TR pop 300 0 0 
2 ditto at £250 each 500 0 0 
|S a ae ee 
EE See ° 150 0 @ 
Registrar in lunacy ........2.-..+: 800 0 0 
2 clerks to ditto at £350 each., 700 0 0 
1 ditto eecccececesesesevescceences 150 0 O 
1 ditto seececeeerssees ehscovcncses 80 0 0 
2 medical visitors at £1,500each 3,000 0 0 
1 legal visitor ..................-.: 1,500 0 0 
Secretary to the visitors of 
HUMatics .........00.0000 +0000. 300 0 0 
First clerk to visitors ............ . 800 0 0 
2 clerks to ditto at £250 each... 500 0 0 
14,830 0 0 
Compensations. 
John Bright and Henry Herbert 
Southey, Esqs., late Medical 
Visitors of Lunatics, £250 each 500 0 0 
Edward Winslow, Esq., late Master 
SE ciicissnsstecscosesesees 1,000 0 0 
Charles Knight Murray, late one 
of the Commissionersin Lunacy 150 0 0 
1650 0 0 
Rent. 
Offices of Masters in Lunacy and 
Wiehtowe Of lunatics ............seccccccssssseeeeeees 670 0 0 
Expenses. 
Travelling expenses of the Masters 
in Lunacy for the year ending 
November, 1862 .............00-+ 750 10 6 
*Ditto of the visitors of Lunatics 
SEED sivietecccasspninisaiic, BARB AT 0 
Expenses incurred for stationery, 
wahaee furniture, repairs 
and fittings in the offices of the 
Masters aad Visitors in Lunacy 663 6 0 





® The allowance for travelling has been reduced from 1s. 6d. per mile 
(edad ame edlree agpotinr deren depeetel wee her gr og 5 
os than according to provisions e 
og the end 26th Vict. c. 86. 1+ Aecacire Me Ree ling, from 





Expenses incurred in the officeof £5. d. £ 8 a 
the Registrar in Lunacy for sta- 
tionery, copying, candles, coals, 
and other disbursements......... 221 17 


2,764 11 8 


— 


£19,914 11 38 








J. J. Jounson, 
March 23, 1863. Solicitor to the Suitors’ Fund. 


A Return prepared at the Request of the Cuarrman of the 
Cuancery Funps Commission, of the number of Orders 
passed in the Office of the Registrar in Lunacy during’ the 
Year ending the 28th day of October, 1862. 

The number of orders passed in the office of the Registrar 
in Lunacy for the above-mentioned period was ......... 317 

The number of the above-mentioned orders in respect of 
which fees were remitted by direction of the Court, in 
pursuance of the 32nd section of the Lunacy Regula- 


tion Act, was ..... sahnane rie sivnbpebekeones ovocepsoerscosqnneese: | ER 
Leaving the number of orders on which fees of £2 per 
| eR shee oetbadhe arionnscikae GUE 


The amount of stamps on such orders, therefore, was ...£612 
Quality-court, CHARLES N. WILDE, 
May 28, 1863. Registrar in Lunacy. 








PARLIAMENTARY RETURNS RELATIVE TO THE 
SALE OF ESTATES UNDER THE WEST INDIA 
INCUMBERED ESTATES ACT (1862). 

1,—ReETURN of the number, names, and acreage of estates sold 
since the 17th day of July, 1862 (when the West India In- 
cumbered Estates Act, 1862, authorising commissions or 
percentages passed), with the dates of sales, and amount of 
purchase-moneys, where the purchase-moneys have been 
fully administered. 





Purchse. 


Name of Estate. Acreage.| Colony. |Date of Sale.| yioneys, 





1, Round Hill ...-cccccese 100 |Jamaica..|10 Feb, 1863 100 
2. Mexico ..ccccccccesccce| 1,444 dtio ../22 Dec. 1862 650 
3. Sally Hall.....scccscees 290 ditto ../22 Dec. ,, 200 
4. Santa Cruz Park ......| 387 ditto ../22 Dec. ,, 120 
2,388 ditto ..|14 April 1863) 4,500 

361 | ditto ../14 April ,, 100 
1,130 | ditto ,.j/14 April ,, 100 
682 ditto ..|23 June ,, 1,500 
23 June ,, 2,300 






y ° 
8. Up Park Pen . 
9. Swanswick ...-..seee00| 1,162 ditto .. 

















2.—RetTuRN of the number, names, and acreage of estates sold 
since the 17th day of July, 1862, with the dates of sales and 
amount of purchase-moneys, where the purchase-moneys 
are now in course of administration. 





Purehse, 


Name of Estate. Acreage.| Colony. poate of Sale. Moneys, 





| £ 
1, Banowallie or Kearton’s . 230 |St.Vincent 9 Feb, 1864 510 
2. Wor:hy Park or Luidas.| 2,922 |Jamaica.. 23 June 1863 } 8,550 
3. Cocoreteccccccccccccces| 1,200 ditto .. 23 June ,, ’ 








4. Mickleton,....... chiwes 623 ditto ...23 June ,, 
5. Hillside. ..sesceesececes| 4,336 ditto .,/22 Dec. 1862} 3,100 
6. Brazaletto ..000: cere -| 1,080 ditto .,/22 Dec. ,, 800 
7. Chesterfield ....c+eesse» 609 ditto ., 22 Dec. 2,300 
8, Parker’s, or Salt River | 
Re weetereue 157 ditto ...22 Dec. 4, 1,010 

9, Garbrand Hall and Mul- | 

let Hall...ecccceseses| 6,500 ditto oe) 8 Mar. 1864) 1,210 
10. Mile Gully . ditto ..| 8 Mar. ,, 2,120 
11. Spitzbergen ditto ..| 8 Mar. ,, ° 
12, Paradise ...... oe ditto ..| 8 Mar. ” 570 
13, Smith’s or Pipers ......| 949 | ditto ..| 8 Mar. 4 310 
14, Harman’s Run ....----| 928 | ditto ..; 8Mar. ,, 100 
15, Mumbies ...cccccscccee| 323 ditto ..| 8 Mar. ,, 


16. Blackwall...... ccececes|, 10 | @itto ..| Mar. 5, shed 
17. Park Hill (@ parts) ....| 596 St.Vincent) 8 Mar. ,, 1,010 
18. Haughton Yower ...++e| 1,040 Jamaica..| 9 Feb. ,, 2,050 
19. Park Hill (4 parts) ....|As above St.Vincent’ 8 Mar. ,, 510 











3. RETURN ‘of | the number, “names, § and acreage of estates 
for the sale of which petitions are now pending, with the 
dates of sales when fixed. 


Date of Sale. 


| Acre- 


age. Colony. 


Name of Estate. 





1, Bourkesfield and Coles Pen} 201 | Jamaica .,..+-| Not fixed, 
%. Belmont or Donovan’s....| 400 | Tortola, Virgin 
Islands ...... ditto 
3. Petit Bordell and Sharpe’s| 320 | St. Vincent.,..| ditto 
4. Mount Alexander ........} 900 GittO ..60..++)  aitto 
5, Spur Tree seccsesseesees| 1,700 | Jamaica ....++| ditto 
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Name of Estate. - Colony. Date of Sale. 

G. Waterloo... ccccccccceces 610 | St. Vincent ....| Not fixed. 
7. Orange Hill.....cscseeeee 630 ditto ditto 
8. Farm ccccccscccccce @cece 466 ditto 
G. GO vaccncescas ditto 
10, Woodstock Pen . 1,800 ditto 
11. Friendship ..... 800 7 June 1864 
12, Sans Souci (moiety)......| 297 June ,, 
13. Mount Greenan .......... 366 7 June ,, 
14. Penniston’s .......20eee0- 200 7 June 
15. Jambon Vale ...........- 300 

le WO ccecccccececccce » 200 
17. Peruvian Vale ee 332 


18. Henry’s Vale . 
19. Hermitage ... 














20. Hampden...........006 . 200 
21. Pigeon Point ........++0+ 115 
22. New Grange ......... ese} 259 
23. Old Grange........ ecness 250 
24. Buccoo Point . 17 
25. Grafton....... 300 
26. Kendal Place .. 300 
27. Rose Bank ,.. eee 300 
28. Campbelton.......ssseees 500 
29, Hermitage .........eee00 300 
BH. BRE ciccvccceccccctsssde 3,077 | Jamaica 





4. Return of the number of petitions which have been dis- 
missed or withdrawn. 
None; but an application will probably be made for the 
withdrawal of one petition. 
5. Return of the total amount of commissions, or percent- 
ages, and fees, received since the 17th day of July, 1862. 


£ 8. 4. 

Commissions or percentages on sales ... 341 6 0 
COS seereseecsoesesceerensasseessecsesenseees o ER ® 
£416 6 0 


These returns are made up to the 12th day of April, 1864. 
Henry James Stonor, Chief Commissioner, 


West India Incumbered Estates Commission, 
8, Park-street, Westminster. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


QUESTIONS AT THE FINAL EXAMINATION OF 
ARTICLED CLERKS, FOR EASTER TERM, WITH 
ANSWERS. 

By J. Braprorp, LL.B., and Watrer Wess, 
a Clifford’s Inn Prizeman, Solicitors. 
I, Common anv Statute Law Anp PRACTICE OF THE 
Courts. 

1. How is the property in a British ship transferred from the 
vendor to the purchaser? 

A registered ship, or any share therein, when disposed of to 
persons qualified to be owners of British ships, must be trans- 
ferred by bill of sale, and such bill of sale must contain a 
description of the ship, such as is contained in the surveyor’s 
certificate, or such other description as may be sufficient to 
identify the ship to the satisfaction of the registrar, and must 
be according to the form set out in the schedule to the Mer- 
chant Shipping Act, 1854 (17 & 18 Vict. c. 104), and must be 
executed by the transferror in the presence of, and be attested 
by, oue or more witnesses. The bill of sale must be entered 
‘at the port where the ship is registered. 

2. Is an infant liable on his warranty of a horse sold by him 
if the horse is unsound? 

The infant is not liable for a breach of warranty, being in- 
competent to bind himself by such a contract. 

3. Can any other party to a contract except the infant take 
advantage of the infancy to defend an action on the contract? 

Infancy is a personal privilege, of which no one can take 
advantage but the infant himself. Thus, in Holt v, Ward, 2 
Str. 937, a gentleman of full age had promised to marry 
aminor. It was decided that she might maintain an action 
against him for breach of promise, though he could not have 
done so had she refused to perform her side of the contract, 

4. If A. be authorised to make a valuation of goods, is such 
valuation valid if made by A.’s clerk ? 

The question would seem to point to a case of B. agreeing 
to purchase C.’s goods at A.’s valuation, and ask whether, in 
the event of the valuation being made by his clerk, either party 
could sue upon it. The rule applicable to such a case is, 
vicarius non habet vicarium ; but this is subject to qualification 





where, from the nature of the case, it cannot be that 
the agent should accomplish the work by his own personal 
exertions, when he will be allowed to employ another to assist 
him. The question appears to be governed by the rule, and 
not to fall within the qualification. 

5. Where a plaintiff in a superior court recovers less than 
£20 in an action, on contract, are there any cases in which he 
can recover his costs without a certificate or judge's order ? 

A certificate or judge’s order is necessary to entitle the 
plaintiff to his costs where he recovers less than £20 in an 
action on contract (R. G. E. T. 1857). 

6. What course can a plaintiff adopt where a defendant 
pleads several pleas requiring an order, without the leave of 
the Court or a judge? 

The plaintiff is at liberty to sign judgment; but the judg- 
ment may be set aside by the Court or a judge, upon an 
affidavit of merits, and upon such terms as to costs and other- 
wise as they or he may think fit (15 & 16 Vict. c. 76, s. 86). 

7. How long does the original writ of summons continue in 
force, and within what time must it be served ? 

The original writ of summons continues in force for six 
calendar months from the date thereof, or, if renewed, from the 
date of such renewal, including the day of such date, and it 
must be served during the time that it continues in force. 

8. Where a bill of exchange is payable to bearer, can a 
person who is holder for value sue upon it, whether the party 
from whom he has taken it had title or not? 

The holder of a bill of exchange, transferable by mere, de- 
livery, may sue upon it when the person from whom he 
taken it had title to it, and he may also sue when the trans- 
ferror had no title to it, provided the holder took it bond fide, 
but not if he has knowledge of any fraud, or if he takes it 
without sufficient caution, under suspicious circumstances, 
even although he has given full value for it, nor where he took 
it when over due. 

9, When can the vendor of goods recover from the vendee 
interest on the price of the goods sold? 

The vendor could always recover interest when there was @ 
contract, express or implied, giving it to him, and by statute 
3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, it is provided that upon all debts or sums 
certain, payable at a certain time, or otherwise, the jury on 
the trial may allow interest where the debt is able by 
virtue of a written instrument, at a certain time, and if payable 
otherwise, then from the time when a demand of payment 
shall have been made in writing, with notice that interest will 
be claimed from the date of such demand. 

10. A. lends B. £20, to be paid on a day certain. B., after 
the day is passed, enters into a covenant with A., under seal, 
to pay the amount. Can A, sue B. for money lent? 

No; the simple contract debt is merged in the specialty. 

11. From what court does a writ of mandamus issue, and 
how is it obtained? 

The writ of mandamus is of two kinds, the prerogative writ 
of mandamus, which issues only from the Court of Queen’s 
Bench upon motion; and the writ of mandamus given by the 
Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, incidental to an action, 
which may issue from either of the three superior courts at 
Westminster. 

12. To what actions can a plea of tender of money be pleaded, 
and what is a good tender? 

To actions for debts or liquidated demands. The tender 
must be unconditional, if beyond forty shillings it must 
be in gold, or Bank of England notes, and the money must be 
actually produced at the time of tender. 

13. When can a creditor arrest his debtor on mesne process, 
and what steps must the creditor take to do so? 

It must be shown, to the satisfaction of a judge, after writ 
issued, that a debt to the amount of £20 is due, and that there 
is probable cause for —— —_ the ere is about to 
quit England, unless forthwith apprehe ; Whereapon a 
capias issues (1 & 2 Vict.c. 110). And by the Absconding 
Debtors’ Arrest Act (14 & 15 Vict. c. 52) the creditor may 
even, before any action is brought, apply to 8 commissioner in 
bankruptcy, or a judge of a county court, for a warrant of 
arrest, 

14, For what causes of action must a wife be joined as 
plaintiff with her husband? 

An action after marriage for a chose in action of the wife 
dum solo must be brought by husband and wife. For torts to 
the wife the husband and wife must be joined. So for 
to her property before marriage. So in all cases where the 
is executrix taey must both be joined. 
wee ee be obtained at common law, and 

ow . 
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Yes; in all cases of breach of contract, or other injury: 
where the party injured is entitled to maintain and has brought 
an action he may claim a writ of injunction against the repe- 
tition or continuance of such breach of contract or cther injury, 
or the committal of any breach of contract or injury of a like 
kind arising out of the same contract, or relating to the same 
pay or right (17 & 18 Vict. c. 125, 8.79, et seqg.). The 
junction may be claimed either by an inYorsement on the 
writ of summons, or may be applied for ex parte at any stage 
of the cause, either before or after judgment. 

(To be continued). 








COURT PAPERS. 


ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 
Easter Term, 1864. 

The following days have been appointed for the admission 
of attorneys in the Court of Queen’s Bench:—Saturday, 7th of 
May; Monday, 9th of May. 

ADMISSION OF SOLICITORS. 

The Master of the Rolls has appointed Monday, the 9th of 
May, at the Rolls Court, Chancery-lane, at four o'clock in the 
a‘ternoon, for swearing in solicitors. 

Every person, desirous of being sworn in on the above day, 
must leave his common law admission or his certificate of prac- 
tice for the current year, at the secretary’s office, Rolls-yard, 
Chancery-lane, on or before Saturday, 7th of May. 

The papers of those gentlemen who cannot be admitted at 
common law till the last day of term will be received at the 
Secretary’s office up to twelve o’clock at noon on that day, 
after which time no papers can be received. 


PUBLIC COMPANIES. 
PROJECTED COMPANIES. 

THE Provinciat Bankinc CorporaTION (LIMITED). 
Capital, £2,000,000, in 40,000 shares of £50 each. 
Solicitors—Messrs. Harrison & Lewis, 24, Old Jewry. 
This company is established for the purpose of acquiring the 

business and connections of existing provincial banking estab- 


lishments, and of carrying on, generally, the operations of 
country banking on the joint-stock principle. 











Theannual accounts rendered by the Probate Courts show that 
the fees received in 1863, in England and Ireland, amounted to 
£125,006. The salaries and expenses, including £16,993 ex- 
pended by the Board of Works upon probate courts and dis- 
trict registries, absorbed £119,455; but, in addition to that 
£107,293 has to be paid as compensation to proctors and 
Officers of the late courts, making the whole charge £226,748 
or £100,000 more than the receipts. The amount of compen- 
sation payable diminished in the course of the year to the ex- 
tent of rather more than £3,000 by deaths. 


_In the last five years 208 persons have been capitally con- 
vieted in England and Wales; 72 were executed, and 1 com- 
mitted suicide on the morning of his intended execution. In 
Scotland 11 persons were capitally convicted in the five 
Years, but only 2 were executed. In Ireland 21 persons were 
eapitally convicted, and 11 of them were executed. In 
England, in the first three years of the series, a considerable 
proportion of the capital convictions were not for murder, and 
the difference between the sentence passed and the sentence 
executed was often very great; sentence of death was, in some 
instances, commuted to three, and even one year’s imprison- 
ment, and to passing through a reformatory school. In the 
course of the five years one convict sentenced to death was 
sent to Bethlehem; two received free pardons. 


The number of judgments registered in order to make them 
@ lien upon landed property rather diminishes. In the ten 
months, June 1863, to March, 1864, the number registered in 
the Common Pleas office established for the registration of 
judgments (omitting re-registration to keep old judgments alive, 
and omitting also judgments on which satisfaction has been 
already entered) was 1,121, for sums amounting together to 
$98,370, In the previous twelvemonth the number was 1,417, 
for £997,225 ; and, in the twelvemonth preceding that, the num- 
ber was 1,271, 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


MARRIAGE. 

WHITE—COSENS—On April 26, at St. George’s Church, Bloomsbury, 
John White, of Barge-yard-chambers, Bucklersbury, and The Terrace, 
Camberwell, to Gertrude Caroline Louisa, elder daughter of the late 
Frederick Cosens, of Dorchester, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 

DEATHS, 

BATHO—On April 27, at his residence, No. 2, America-square, Minories, 
William Morse Batho, Esq., Solicitor, aged 69. 

LAWRENCE—On April 24, at 36, Rodney-street, Liverpool, Henry Law- 
rence, Esq., a deputy-lieutenant for the county of Lancaster, and 
formerly a commissioner in bankruptcy at Liverpool, aged 85. 


UNCLAIMED STOCK IN THE BANK OF ENGLAND. 


The amount of Stock heretofore standing in the following Names will be 
transferred to the Parties claiming the same, unless other Claimants appear 
within Three Months: — 

Nortu, Freperick, and ARABELLA Norn, Spinster, of Hastings, 
£391 5s. 2d. Consols. Claimed by said F, North and A, North. 


LONDON GAZETTES, 


GHinding-up of Point Stock Companies. 
Fripay, April 22, 1864. 
LimiTeD IN CHANCERY. 
Universal Club and Permanent Exposition Company (Limited).—The 
Master of the Rolis has appointed Henry Croysdill, 14, Old Jewry-cham- 
bers, London, Accountant, to be official liquidator of this company, 


Tuespay, April 26, 1864, 
LIMITED 1N CHANCERY. 
British Zinc Rolling Company (Limited).—Master of the Rolls order to 
wind-up April 16. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpar, April 22, 1864. 
Baltretchet, Ann Bayzand, Queen Anne-st, Cavendish-sq, Widow. June 
24. Fiddey, Inner Temple. 
Barton, Robt, Coln St. Dennis, Gloucester, Yeoman, July 1. Kendal & 
Son, Bourton-on-the- Water. 
Clark, Marmaduke, Legbourne, Lincoln, Farmer. June 1. Ingoldby & 
Bell, Louth. * 
Cosser, John Tebbett, Beresford-st, Camberwell, Gent. May 21. Prit- 
chard & Sons, Doctors’-commons. 

Evans, Eleanor, Llan!lwchaiarn, Montgomery, Widow. May 24. Jones, 
Newtown. 

Gopsill, Thos, Broomfield, Essex, Farmer. June 18. Duffield, Chelms- 








ford. 

Greer, Elizabeth, Brislington, Somerset, Widow. June 1. Fry & Otter, 
Bristol. 

Hawkins, Thos, Oxford, Sawyer. May 30. Druce, Oxford. 

Holdsworth, Geo Kelly, Aldbrough, York, Clerk. May 5. Hirst & Capes, 
Knaresborouch. 

Jeffery, Wm, Bristol, Tailor. June 23. King & Plummer, Bristol. 

Lawrance, Jas, Earnley, Sussex, Yeomam. June 1. Powell & Son, 
Chichester. 

Lofts, Wm Dun, Miltown, Ashover, Victualler. June !. Wilson, Alfreton. 

Morgan, Catharine, Lansdowne-ter, Brixton. May 22. Davies & Co, 
Warwick-st. 

Mure, Wm, H. B. M. Consul at New Orleans, United States of America. 
May23. Hilliard & Co, Gray’s-inn. 

Myers, Geo, Southport, Lancaster, Gent. May 2l. Teebay. 

Scott, Charlotte Mary Alice, Alfred-pl, Bedford-sq, Widow. 
Farrar, Doctors’-commons. 

Scott, John Harrison, Camden-sq, St Pancras, Gent. May 2I, Farrar, 
Doctors’-commons, 

Speller, Bridget, Freckenham, Suffolk, Widow. May 18. Read, Mildenhall. 

Towler, Wm, Louth, Gent. Junel. Ingoldby & Bell, Louth. 

Turnor, Mary, Southtown, Suffolk, Widow. May 36. Barnard, Lowes- 


Waddelow, Thos, Lakenheath, Suffolk. Esq. May 18. Read. 
Ward, Ann, Lichfield, Widow. June 24. Barnett & Co, Walsall. 
TouespayY, April 26, 1864, 

Barker, Jane, Onslow-sq, Brompton. July 8. Dod, Berners-st. 

Bowen, Simon Surman, Tewkesbury, M.D, May 7. Moore & Co, Tewkes- 
bury. 

Braxton, Wm, Landport, Hants, Shipwright. June 1. Pearce, Portsca. 

Cosser, John Tebbett, Beresford-st, Camberwell, Gent, May 21. Prit- 
chard & Sons, Doctors’-commons. 

Dallewy, John, Bridgnorth, Salop, Gent. May 31, Hardwick, Bridgnorth. 

French, Sarah, Clapton-pl, Lower Clapton, Spinster. June l. Stuart & 
Baly, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Gransden, Jane Ann, Bardon-pl, Peckham, Widow, June l. Bower & 
Co, Chancery-lane. 

Hale, Chas Hy, Cheltenham, Gent. July 8. Dod & Longstaff, Berners-st. 

Hankinson, John, Wilmslow, Chester, Tanner. June 4, Heywood, Manch, 

Jackson, Wilson, Hayton, Nottingham, Seed Merchant, May 1, Mar- 
shall & Son, East Retford. 

Jepson, Martha, Manch, Widow. Junel. Heywood, Manch. 

Paulet, Cecil Hy, Lieutenant in li. M.’s 60th Rifles. May 31. Garrard & 
James, Suffolk-st, Pall-mall. 

Porcher, Chas, Tincleton, Dorset, Esq. May 25. Ware & Westall, Cop- 
thall-ct. 

Richmond, Legh Serle, Queen’s-gate-gdns, South Kensington, Esq. July 
1. Bower & Co, Chancery-lane, 

Smith, Edwd Jas, Lpool, Merchant. Aug 1. Freeston & Copeman, Nor- 


wich. 
ee. Stephen, Ashton-under-Lyne, Gent. June 30, Cunliffe & Leaf, 


neh 
Waddington, Harry Spencer, Cavenham Hall, Suffolk, Esq. Aug 1. 
Evans, Ely, 


June |}. 
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Webb, Mrs Hannah, Witham, Essex, Widow. June 24. Kingsford & 
Dorman, Essex-st. 

Wilson, Robt, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Carpenter. June 1. Brewis, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 

Wright, Jas, Penrith, Cumberland, Coach Builder. June 1. 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, April 22, 1864. 
Andrews, John, Bexley Heath, Kent, Gent. May 21. 


Bilss, Hy. | Harrow-on-the-Hill, Victualler. May 23. 
indersley. 

Come. F Peter Hy, D’Urban, Port Natal. July 15. 
Davies, John, Merthyr Tydfil, Druggist. May 21. 
the Longhor Railway Compary v Davies, M.R. 
Giles, Louisa, Blendon, Kent, Widow. May 23. 


Varty. 


Hills v Andrews, 
Tyte v Bliss, V.C. 
Boyd v Pawle, 
Official Manager of 


Ashdown v Williams, 


M.R. 
rr Julia Harriet, Brighton, Widow. May 23. Liberty v Thornhill, 
Hampton, Jas, Richmond, Surrey, Gent. May 23. Hampton v Holman, 


Parris, Wm, Frant, Sussex, Farmer. June 1. Lansdell v Parriss, V.C. 
May 30. Phillip- 


May 21. 


Phillipson, Edwd Burton, ee ct-rd, Chemist. 
son v Phillipson, V.C, Stua 

Sherman, Martha Rose, Blackheath, Spinster. 
man 

Sparrow, Eleanor Prior, Cambridge, Widow. 
M. 


Burls v Sher- 
May 23. Prior v Tarrant, 


Staples, Joseph, Slough, Yeoman. May 23. Staples v Stephenson, M.R. 
Stephenson, John Hay, Jerusalem Coffee-house, Cornhill, Shipping Agent. 
May 23. Hancock v Stephenson, M.R. 
Tucker, Benj, Enfield, Esq. May 21. Burls v Sherman, M.R. 
Torspay, April 26, 1864. 
Boucher, Hy, eee Beer Engine Manufacturer. 
James, V.C. Stua’ 
Callanane, Wm, , =o Esq. June 18. Callanane v Campbell, M.R. 


May 21. Harris v 


Carr, Christopher, Kingston-upon-Hull, Basket Maker. May 26, Carr v 
Carr, V.C. Stuart. 
Phillipson, Chas Burton, Stanhope-st, Hampstead-rd, Esq. May 23. 


Phillipson v Kerry, M.R. 
Potts, Geo, Barnstaple, Esq, M.P. April 26. Potts » Combe, M.R. 
— John, East Barnet, Esq. May 11, Morgan v Simpson, V.C. 


Assignments for Benefit of Creditors. 
Fariway, April 22, 1864. 
Tawndrow, Hy Tomlinson, Redmarley, Worcester, Farmer. 
Corles, Worcester. 


Deeds registered pursuant to Bankruptcy Act, 1861. 
Frupay, April 22, 1864. 
Atkinson, John, Birstal, York, Blanket Manufacturer. 
Reg April 21. 
Bannister, Thos, Chester, Paper Hanger. April 11. Asst. Reg April 21. 
Barber, Geo, Church-passage, Chancery-lane, Printer. April 8. Comp. 
Reg April 20. 
Birchby, Robt, Bolton, Provision Dealer. March 26. Conv. Reg April 21. 
Buchanan. Moses, Lpoo], Merchant. March 30. Conv. Reg April 22. 
Buttle, Richd, Norwich, Coal Merchant. April9. Comp. Reg April 22. 
Buxton, Wm, Hunslet, Leeds, Chemist. April 19. Comp. Reg April 21. 


Jan 2, 


March 26, Conv. 


Carter, Hy Ireton, Kirkham, Lancaster, Spirit Merchant. March 30. 
Asst. Reg April 21. 
D’ Acosta, Louis, Portland, nr Weymouth, Captain in Her Majesty’s Army. 
March 26. Arr. Reg April 22. 
agro hy Hy, Berkeley, Gloucester, Draper. March 30. Conv. Reg 
pril 


— Edwa R Russell, Threadneedle-st, Stock Broker. March $8. Comp. 
@ April 
Davey, my _Chureh-st Bethnal-green, Builder. 


March 22. Comp. 
Reg April 19. 


Denham, Wm, Derby, Norse Dealer. April 12. Cony. Reg April 19. 

Edwards, Jus Richd, South Shields, Rope Maker. March 24. Conv. 
Reg April 19. 

Fisher, John Wm, Egham, Boot Maker. April9. Comp. Reg April 20. 

gree John, Albert-ter, Notting, Tailor. March 23. Comp. Reg 

Gieen, Geo, Darlington, Carpet Manufacturer. March 22. Cony. Reg 


April 19. 
Hankinson, Geo Saml, Leicester, Chemist. April 11. Conv. Reg Aprii 21. 
ets Chas, Birm, Provision Merchant. April 18. Comp. Reg 

pri 
Holloway, John, Swansea, Coachmaker. April 16. Comp. Reg April 20. 
Hurd, Stephen Hy, Bath, Baker. March 24. Comp. Reg April 21. 
Huschings, Elias Fredk, Bristo!, Boot Maker. April 12. Cony, 
Jarvis, Chas Kedman, Sheffield, Victualler. April 1. Conv. Reg April 22. 
aie. Richd, Goole, York, Leather Cutter. March 22. Asst. Rog 
a Andreas, Romford, Watch Maker. Reg 
pril 
Lee, Geo, tem Essex, Grocer. 
Millington, John, Bristol, Merchant. March 24. Conv. Reg April 19. 
Milton, Hy, Monks C mhall, Chester, Plumber and Glazier. March 
28. Inspectorship. Reg April 20. 
— ” cade Slaidburn, York, Farmer. March 24. 
Ap 5 
ry eS Sprague, Manch, Boot Manufacturer. April 11. Comp. 
April 
Pangbourn, Wm, & Joseph a 17 King’s Langley, Hertford, Builders, 

March 24, Asst. Reg April 
Picker, Thos, Lincoln, Grocer. ‘Apel 18. Asst. Reg April 22, 

Rake, Stephen Thos, Nr ad Isle of Sheppey, Fisherman. April 

13. Cony, Reg April 2! 


Reg 


March 24. Cony, 


March 26, Conv. Reg April 20. 


Cony. Reg 








Thos Fras, Westbourne-park-rd, Paddington, Attorney’s Clerk. 
April 16. Comp. Reg April 21, 
Semon, Caleb Schofield, Russell-pl, Clapham, Builder. March 24, Asst. 


Reg April 2). 
Smith, ony” aguante Plumber and Glazier. March 23. Comp. 
April 20. 
wt David, Manch, Packing Case Maker. March 26. Asst. Reg 
April 21. 
Thorpe, Chas, Sheffield. Beer Seller. April4. Conv. Reg April 19. 
Tuckett, Wm, Ilfracombe, Innkeeper. March 28. Cony. Reg April 21, 
Oe need a1 Daniel Edwin, Langtord, Somerset, Draper. April 1. Asst. 
ril 21. 
Warren, ye | | ast Limehouse, Boot Maker. March 23, 
Asst. Reg April 
Watson, Chas, & an Hy Watson, Manch, Grocer. March 29. Asst, 
Reg April 21. 
bay ~~ Robt, St Ives, Huntingdon, Grocer. March 30, Conv. Reg 
April 20. 
Williams, Hy, Birm, Commission Agent. March 24, Asst. Reg April 20. 
we? John, Staleybridge, Cotton Dealer. March 31. Comp. Reg 


April 
Torspay, April 26, 1864. 


Beckwith, Hy, Lpool, Merchant. April 22. Asst. Reg April 25. 

Bishop. Jas John, St John’s-rd, Hoxton, Paper Hanger. March 28. Asst. 
Reg April 25. 

Blax!and, Alex Richardson, & Saml Blaxland, Briggate, Leeds, Grocers. 
April 4. Conv. Reg April 25. 

Bright. Geo Money, & Chas Fras Browne, Mincing-lane, Wine Merchants. 
March 26. Asst. Reg April 22. 

Claybrough, John, Halifax and‘ Bradford, Hosier, March 30, Asst. 
Reg April 25. 

Corfield, John, Llanrwst, Denbigh, Draper. April 1. Asst. Reg April 25. 


Curtis, Joseph Codgbrook, Oxford, Builder. April 1. Inspectorship. 
Reg April 23. 

Eilmonds, Wm Hy, Broadway, Westminster, Linen Draper. March 28, 
Comp. Reg April 22. 


Ewin, Robt, Mornington-crescent, Hampstead-rd, Upholsterer. April 21. 


Comp. Reg April 22. 
Farmery, Geo, Bradford, Cloth Dealer. April 12. Asst. Reg April 22. 


Godier, Geo, Hare-st, Bethnal-green, Draper. April 11. Cony, Reg 
April 22. 

Greasley, Joseph Booth, Mauch, Grocer, April 1. Comp. Reg April 22. 

Hattersley, Noah Wm, Lockwood, nr Huddersfield, Builder, March 29. 
Conv. Reg April 23. 

Horsfall, > Thos Milnes, Leeds, Cloth Merchants, April 5. Cony. 
Reg April 2 


Jackson, Jas, ‘Oldham, Smallware Dealer. April 22. Conv. Reg April 23. 

Lincoln, John, South Shields, Grocer. March 30, Asst. Reg April 22. 

Longson, Wm, & John Burrows, Wilmslow, Chester, Builders. April 8. 
Asst. Reg April 23. 

McCubbin, John, Buckingham,Draper, Aprill4. Conv. Reg Sy 26. 

McTurk, Robt Murray, Sheffield, Collar Manufacturer. March31, Cony. 
Reg April 26. 

Moss, Emanuel, St Mary Axe, Looking-glass Manufacturer, April 18. 
Comp. Reg April 26. 

Rees, David, Old- - St Luke, Victualler. April 19, Comp. Reg April 22. 

Snow, Jas, Watchet, Someiset, Draper. April 4. Conv. Reg April 26. 

Tapper. Hy John, and Stephen Tapper, Bishopsgate-st, Woollen Drapers. 
March 30. Comp. Reg April 25. 


Tate, Thos, Burlington, York, Draper. March 14. Conv. Reg April 8. 
Thickett, Wm, Nottingham, Silk Merchant. April 8. Comp. Reg 
April 28. 
Thompson, Wm, Durham, Grocer. April1l. Conv, Reg April 25, 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, April 22, 1864, 
To Surrender in London. 
Acock, Wm, Maidenhead, Grocer, Pet April 19. May 3atl. Paterson 


& Son, Bouverie-st, for Mackey, Southampton. 

Anderson, .Richd, Goulston-sq, Whitechapel, Proprietor of Saw Mills. 
Pet April 19. May 3ati. Ashley & Tee, Old Jewry. 

Annis, John Wm, Little Titchfield-st, Marylebone, Plumber. Pet April 
20. May 3 at2. Cooke, King-st. 

Beasley, John Wm, Stamford-rd, Kingsland, House Decorator. Pet April 
20 (for pau). May 3atil. Aldridge, 

Caston, Thos, jun, Bridge- house-pl, Southwark, Ironmonger. Pet April 
19. May 3 at2. Keene, Lower Thames-st. 

Chambers, Wm Thos, Goding-st, Vauxhall, Engineer. Pet April 18. 
May 3at!. Mayo, Wandsworth-rd. 

Christmas, John Wm, St Mary’s-ter, Peckham, Comm Agent. Pet April 
18 (for pau). May 3at2. Aldridge. 

Ely, Joseph Geo, Church-st, Kensington, Clerk in Court of Probate. Pet 
Aprill8. May 3at12. Johnson, Marylebone 

Forrest, Alex, King-st, Portman-sq, Shoemaker’s : Assistant. Pet April 20. 
May 9 at I. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Fowler, Geo, Ledbury-rd, Bayswater, Cheesemonger, Pet April 19. 
May 9 at 11. Holt & Mason, Quality-ct. 

Franklin, Wm Thos, Concord-b) Islington, Jewel Case Maker. Pet 
April 19 (for pau), May 3atl. Aldridge 

Freebody, Jas, Kingsgate-st, Holborn, Bateber. Pet April 18. May 3 at 
12. Marshall & Son, Hatton-garden. 

Grimwade, Wm Hy, Blackfriars-rd, Copper Plate Printer, Pet April 19. 
May 3 atl. Marshall, Hatton-gdn. 

Gunston, Edwin, Connaught-ter, Edgware-rd, Poulterer. Pet April 20. 
May 9 at 12. "Bicknell, Connaught-ter. 

Gurney, Thos Wootton, Roman-rd, Old Ford, Bow, Ascetic Acid Maker, 
Pet April 19. May 3 atl. Buckle, Eastcheap. 

Hall, Frank, Hoxton, Cheesemonger. Adj April 18 May 3at2. Ald- 
ridge. 

Harrison, Alfred Christopher, Ashburton-grove, Holloway, Comm Tra- 
veller. Pet Aprili8. May9atil., Godfrey, Gray’s-inn, 

Hewitt, Edwd Fry, Cumberland-grove, Kentish-town, Comm Agent, Pet 


April 19 (for pau). May 3 at}. 
Higgs, Thos, Coal Excha’ Refreshment Room Keeper. Pet 
May Sat 1. 


April 19 (for pau). Aldridge. 
See Robt, Saxmu: Watchmaker. Pet April 20. May 10 at 31. 
Framlingham, 


Moseley & Co, Old Jewry-chambers, for Moseley, 
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» John, Brompton-rd, Middlx, Barrister-at-Law. Pet March 23. 
y 10 at 11. Wilde & Barber, Ironmonger-lane. 
Low, Geo Welch, Maldon-rd, Haverstock-hill, Hair Dresser. Pet April 16, 
May 3 atl. Wright, Chancery-lane. 
jeton, Wm Watlington, Clare-market, Lincoln’s-inn, Broker, Pet 
pril 19 (for pan). Aldridge, 
Norman, John Hy, Charlotte-pl, Alderminster-rd, Bermondsey, Boot- 
maker. Pet April 18 (for pau). May 9atll. Aldridge. 
Paterson, Wm, Canterbury, Tailor. Pet April 14. May 3at 1, Doyle, 
Gray’s-inn, and Delassaux, Canterbury. 
Patman, Fredk Shubael, Manchester-st, Argyle-sq, Middlx, Surveyor. Pet 
April 18. May 3at12. Price, Serjeant’s-inn. 
Thos, Cain-pl, Kentish-town, Grocer. Pet April 18. May 7 at 
12, Litchfield, Fenchurch-st. . 
Philip, Hy, Brook-p|, Old Kent-rd, out of business. Pet April 19 (for;pau). 
May 3 at 2. Aldridge. 
Pook, Wm, Copenhagen-st, Caledonian-rd, Middix, Hair Net Maker. Pet 
April 19. May 7 at 12. Holt & Mason, Quality-ct. 
Roberts, John, Gloucester-st, Camden-town, Builder. Pet April 20. May 
Sat2. Clarke, Stanley-pl, Paddington. 
Tattan, Peter, Leman-st, Whitechapel, Tarpaulin Manufacturer. Pet 
April19. May3ati1. Orchard, John-st, Bedford-row. 
Tillett, Geo, Stamford-st, Blackfriars, Smith. Pet April 15. May 3 at |. 
Juckes, Basinghall-st. 
Vernell, Jas Sanders, King-st, Stepney, Traveller. Pet April 19 (for pau). 
May 7at1l2. Aldridge. 
Willson, Geo, North Mimms, Hertford, Carpenter. Pet April 18. May 3 
at12, Bartley, Bucklersbury. 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Beckett, Mary, Preston, Ironmonger. ‘Pet April 19. Manch, May 6 at 11+ 
tag ~~ and Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch. 
Birch, Fredk, Everton, nr Lpool, Comm Agent. Pet April 21. Lpool, 
May 3at 11. Wilson, Ipod. . ses 
Blake, eat Smethwick, Engineer. Pet April 16. Oldbury, May 4 at 


» Birm. 

Bourne, Fredk, Hythe, Kent, Tobacconist. Pet April 16. Hythe, May 6 
at ll. Minter, Folkestone, 

Broadhurst, Hy, West Derby-rd, nr Lpool, Chemist. Pet April 19. 
Lpool, May 5 at 3. Henry, Lpool. 

Brotherston, Margaret, Euphemia Isabella Brotherston, and Octavia 
Brotherston, Toxteth-park, Lpool, Teachers. Pet April 19. Lpool, 
May 9atli. Lace & Co, Lpool. 

Joseph, Manch, Provision Dealer. Adj April 13. Manch, May 
6 at 12. Gardner, Manch. 

Davies, Thos Matthias, Lianelly, Carmarthen,'Farmer. Pet April 29. 

wey May 6at 11. Powell & Co, Haverfordwest, and Press & Inskip, 


Deakin, Geo Fredk, Sheffield, Jeweller. Pet April 16. Leeds, May 5 at 10. 
Smith & Burdekin, Sheffield. 
a, Josephus, Macclesfield, Poor-Rate Collector. Pet April 18. 
Manch, May 5 at 11. Parrott & Co, Macclesfield. 
» Geo, Norwich, Corn Chandler, Adj April 14 (for pau). Nor- 
wich, May 3 at 11. Atkinson, Nerwich. 
Ellyard, Marmaduke, Kingston-upon-Hull, Butcher. Pet April 14, 
upon-Hull, April 27 at 12. Walker, Hull. 
Farrer, John, Pooley Bridge, Westmoreland, Farmer. Pet April 18. New- 
upon-Tyne, May 6 at 12. Harle & Co, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Gilbert, Julia, Tetford, Lincoln, Schoolmistress. Pet April 19, Horn- 
castle, May 3 at 3. Adcock, Horncastle. 
Gray, Fredk John,\Kidderminster, Surgeon. Pet April 20. Kiddermin- 
ster, May 9 at 10. Saunders, jun, Kidderminster. 
Greaves, Geo, Salford, Chemical Manufacturer. Adj April 14, Manch, 
May 6 at 11. Gardner, Manch, 
Greer, Wm Hy, Claughton, Birkenhead, Student. Pet April 20. Lpool, 
May 9 at 11. Cartwright, Chester. 
Gpeny, John, Birkenhead, Carrier. Pet April 22, Lpool, May 2 at 11, 





Grunwell John Mitchell, Leeds, Joiner. Pet April 20. Leeds, May 4 at 


1 pson, 5 

Hall, Robt, Hazel-grove, Chester, Victualler. Pet April 15. Stockport, 
May 13 at 12. Howard, Stockport. 

Harwood, Peter, Lpool, Dealer in Books. Adj April 14. Lpool, May 4 at 
3. Evans & Co, Lpool. 

Hudson, Richd Gragg, Macclesfield, Victualler. Pet April 12. Manch, 
May 6 at 12. Smail, Burton-upon-Trent, and Marriott, Manch. 

Thos, Wernfaur, Carnarvon, Seedsman. Adj April 13. Lpool, 


y 7 at il. 
Hunter, Thos, Ferrybridge, York, Innkeeper. Pet April 18. Pontefract, 
May 3atil. Jefferson. 
Jackson, Joseph, Manch, Leather Dealer. Pet April 20. Manch, May 5 


> 

at ll. Cobbett & Wheeler, Manch. 

Jackson, Thos, Lancaster, Porter Dealer. Pet March 23, Manch, May 6 
ati2. Atkinson & Co, Manch. 

Jones, Jas Bradley, Wrockwardine, Salop, out of business, Pet April 15 
(for pau). Wellington, May 13 at il. James, Wellington. 

Kemp, Robt Rowton, Bridlington Quay, Tailor. Pet April 14. Bridling- 
ton, May 2 at 10. Richardson, bridlington. 

Kidwell, Robt, Birm, Retail Brewer. Pet April 8. Birm, May 2 at 12. 


Chirm, . 
Luke, John, and Thos Wills, Camborne, Cornwall, Boot Makers, Pet 
April 21. Exeter, May 4 at 12. Peter, Redruth, and Pitts, Exeter. 
» Wm Thos, California, nr Gloucester, Merchant’s Foreman. Pet 
April 20. Gloucester, May 5 at 12. Wilkes, Gloucester. 
Martin, Thos, Nottingham, Furniture Broker. Pet April 19, Notting- 
ham, May 10 at 11. Heath, Nottingham. 
McKerrow, John, Halifax, Carpet Weaver. Pet April 20. Halifax, May 
sluoen Rae wg & Co, one 
2, t, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Millwright. Pet April 20. New- 
castle, May 7 at 10. Scaife & Britton, Neweastle-upon-Tyne. 
, Dealer in Leather. Adj April 14. Lpool, May 4 


. Lpool. 
ixon, James, Flimby, Cumberland, Farmer. Pet April 19. Wigton, 
May 19 at 11. Wannop, Carlisle. 

Catherine, Grors Nevin, Carnarvon, Spinster. Adj April 13, 


John, Ellesmere, Sal » Draper. Pet April 18. Birm, May 13 at 
Worthington & Co, Manch, and Hodgscn & Son, _— 





Prynn, Thos, Stonehouse, Devon, Brewer, Pet April 15 (for pau). 
Exeter, May 6 at 11. Floud, Exeter, 

Redfearn, Jas, Dewsbury, York, Builder, Pet April 18. Leeds, May 6 at 
11. Watts & Son, Dewsbury, Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Revis, John, Nottingham, Baker. Pet April 19. Birm, May 10 at Il. 
Buttery, Nottingham. 

Richardson, Chas Richd, Stoke-upon-Trent, Hotel Keeper. Pet April 18. 
Birm, May 2 at 12. Slaney & Winstanley, Newcastle-under-Lyme, and 
James & Griffin, Birm. 

Ridgway, John, Hurdsfield, nr Macclesfield, Silkk Warehouseman. Pet 

pril20. Manch, May 2 at 11. Pickford, Macclesfield. 

Roberts, John, Codsall-wood, Stafford, Victualler. Pet April20. Birm, 
May 13 at 12. Cresswell, Wolverhampton, and James & Griffin, Birm. 
Robinson, Wm, King’s Bromley, Stafford, Tailor. Pet April 20. Lichfield, 

May 2 at 12. Beaton, Birm. 

Rodgers, Thos, Morton, Lincoln, Farmer. Pet April 19. Bourn, May 8 
at 12, Bell, Bedford-row, 

Rowley, John, Lichfield, Coach Builder. Pet April 16. Lichfield, May 2 
atlz. Barnes, Lichfield. 

Rudd, Isaac, Grimston2, Norfolk, Bricklayer. Pet April 19, King’s Lymn, 
May 10 at 11. Nurse, King’s Lynn. : 

Satchwell, Walter, Harborne, Stafford, Butcher. Adj April 18. Birm, 
May 3 at 10. 

Saunders, Wm, Brighton, Upholsterer. Pet April 20. Brighton, May 9 
at il. Lamb, Brighton. 

Savage, Wm, Oldbury, Victualler. Pet April 16. Oldbury, May 4 at 10. 
Jackson, Westbromwich. 

Tew, Wm, Rugby, Victualler. Pet April 20, Birm, May 23 at 12, Parry, 
Birm. 

Turner, Ralph, Wolstanton, Stafford, Collier. Pet April 19, Tunstall, 
May 6 at 11. Salt, Tunstall. 

Watson, Wm, Bolam, Northumberland, Farmer. Adj April 12, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne, May 3 at 12. Hoyle, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 

Webb, Felix, Studley, Warwick, Innkeeper. Pet April 12 (for pau), 
Birm, May 6 at 12.. James & Griffin, Birm. 

White, Wm, Oystermouth, Glamorgan, Nurserymen. Pet April 18. 
Swansea, May 4at 3, Tripp, Swansea 

Wilby, Andrew, Ossett, York, Joiner. Pet April 18. Dewsbury, May 6 
atll. Stringer, Ossett. 

Willey, Edwd Wm, & Geo Hy Willey, Hereford, Corn Dealers, Pet April 
18. Hereford, May 4 at 10. Garrold, Hereford. 

Tuespay, April 26, 1864. 
To Surrender in London, 

Beal, Robt, Gun-st, Bishopsgate, no occupation. Adj April 21. May 10 
atl. Aldridge. 

Bennett, Chas Bowler, Watcr-lane, Brixton, Builder. Adj April 20. May 
10 at2. Aldridge. 

Boucher, Geo, Rochester, Coal Dealer. Adj April20. May 10 at1. Aldridge. 

Brock, Wm, Charles-ter, Hackney, Builder, Pet April19. May 10 at 12, 
Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Burwood, David, Park-rd, Clapham, Cabinet Maker. Pet Aprill9. May 
10 at 11, Marshall, Hatton-garden. 

Bute, Jas, Windsor-st, City-rd, Confectioner. Pet Aprill9. May 7 at 11. 
Eaden, Gray’s-inn-sq. 

Clark, Fredk, Rye, Carpenter. Pet April 23. May 10 at 12, Lovell & 
Co, Gray’s-inn, and Butler, Rye. 

Cooke, Thos, Sutherland-pl, Bayswater, Major. Adj April 21. May 10 at 
12. Aldridge. 

Coppen, Geo, Lewisham, Grocer. Pet April 20, May 7 at ll. Drew, 
New Basinghall-st. 

Cribb, Wm, Hatcham New Town, Surrey, Shopkeeper. Pet April 21, 
May 10 at 2. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Fysh, Chas, Peterborough, Grocer. Pet Aprill4. May 9 at 12, Stac- 
poole, Pinners’-hall. 

Gibson, Sam! Lodwick, Aveley, Essex, Builder. Pet April 19. May 10 at 
12, Olive, Portsmouth-st. 

Gooday, John Fras Sikes, Sudbury, Attorney and Solicitor. Pet April 22. 
May 9 at 12. Chilton & Co, Chancery-lane, 

Greenwood, Jas, Gt Chapel-st, Westminster, Assistant to a Cheesemonger. 
Pet April 21. May 10 atl, Ody & Adams, Trinity-st. 

Halstead, Thos, Shoreditch, Victualler. Pet April 22. May 9 at 12, 
Aldridge. 

Johnson, Austin, Sevenoaks, Draper. Pet April 20. May 10 at 12. Da- 
vidson, Carr, & Bannister, Weavers’-hall. 

Johnsen, Wm, Stock Orchard-cres, Holloway, Wine Merchant. Adj April 
21. May l0 atl, Aldridge. 

Lay, Jane, Bexley-heath, Kent, Widow. Adj April20. May 7 at 1. 
Aldridge, 

Ludlow, Wm Smelt, Aldermanbury, London, Warehouseman. Pet April 
22. May 10 at 12. Peck and Downing, Basinghall-st. 

Morris, Joseph Thos March, Wellington-st, Shacklewell, Fruit Salesman. 
Pet April 22 (for pau). May 9at12. Aldridge. 

Marshall, Thus, Whitechapel, Cheesemonger. Pet April 21. May 10 at 11, 
Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Martin, Edwd, Bromley, Middix, Boiler Maker, Adj April 21. May 10 at 
12. Aldridge. 

Martin, Watkin Wm, Kilburn, Gent, Pet March 30. May 9 at 12, 
Chidley, Old Jewry. 

Norman, Wm Frdk, Broad-st-bldgs, Merchant. Adj April 21. May 10 
atl, Aldridge. 

Oldham, Geo Edmund, London-wall, Manufacturer of Shirts, Pet April 
21. May 10at11. Hill, Basinghall-st. 

Pinfold, Jas, Banbury, Innkeeper. Adj April 13. May 7 at!l. Aldridge, 

Prior, Nathan, Fetter-lane, London, Collector toa Publisher, Adj April 
21. May l0 ati. Aldridge. 

tichards, Mary Gibson, Queen’s-ter, Camden Town, Widow. Pet April 
22. May 10 at12. Harrison & Lewis, Old Jewry. 

Sewell, Geo, jun, Prior-pl, Walworth, Baker. Pet April 22, May 7 at 
12, Chipperfield, Trinity-st, 

Sheppard, Wm Hy, Cross-st, Hackney, Draper. Pet April 22. May 7 at 
1, Wells, Moorgate-st. 

Singer, David Arthur, Poland-st, Oxford-st, Tailor. Pet April 25, May 
7atl2. Young & Plews, Mark-lane, 

Slipper, Wm Fras, Moscow-rd, Bayswater, Butcher. Pet April21. May 
10 at 12. Treherne & Wolferstan, a ruan t 

Smith, John Benj, Gt Tower-st, Wine Merchant, Pet July 14, May 10 
at 12, Maynard, Son, & Lawford, Coleman-st. 
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Stacey '. oie ( Great Marlow, out of business. Adj | April 15, May 7 

at 12, idge 

Stevenson, John Hunter, Fish-st Hill, Commission Merchant. Adj April 
20. May 10 at12. Aldridge. 

Weller, Wm, Water-lane, London, Wine Merchant, Pet April 21 (for 
pau). May 10 at12. Aldridge. 

Windham, Wm Fredk, Upper Westbourne-ter, Paddington, Gent. Pet 
April 23. May 9atll. Lawrence, Plews, & Boyer, Old Jewry. 

W ‘Aarige Tooley-st, Victualler. Adj April 20. May 7 at ll. 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Anderson, Hugh, Barmston, nr Sunderland, Farmer. Pet April 22. 
——- May 6 at 12.30. Hodge & Harle, Newcastle- 
Aatwood Wm, Sheffield, ima Pet April 2!. Sheffield, May 12 at 
Micklethwaite, Sheffield y 
Bailey, John, Hanley, Stafford, Colour Maker. Pet April 22, Hanley, 

May 7at ll. Litchfred, Newcastle-under-Lyme. 
Bennett, Wm, East Stonehouse, Devon, Grocer. Pet April 15. Plymouth, 
May Tl at 12.30. Cleverton & J ackson, Plymouth, and Hirtzel, Exeter. 
5 Robt, jun, Salford, Brassfounder. Adj April 14. Manch, May 6 


Broadhurst, Hy, West no fa Lpool, Chemist. Pet April 19. Lpool, 
May 5 at 3. Henry, Lpoo 

Burns, Hy, Lg pera Lipo “Boot Maker. Pet April 16. Lpool, May 9 
atll. Best, L 

Burgess, Francis, North Molton, Devon, Innkeeper. 
Molton, May 7 at li. Shapland, South Molton, 

Bushell, Robt, berby, Weaver. Pet April 21. Derby, May 12 at 12, 
Gamble, Derby. 

Carlow, Mary Ann, Manch, Assistant to a Fruiterer, Pet April 15 (for 
pau). Manch, May 24 at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. 

Dingley, Wm Nahari, Egremont, Chester, Coal Merchart. Adj April 18. 
Lpool, May 10 at 11. 

Dodd, Thos, & Thos Johnson, Overs, nr Winsford, Chester, Salt Mer- 
chants. Pet April 21. Lpool, May 9 at 12. Cooke, Winsford. 

Dodson, Wm, Derby, Comm Agent. Pet April 13 (for pau). Derby, May 
12 at 12. Leech, Derby. 
Edwards, Edw, Choriton-upon- Medlock, Manch, Dairyman. 
(for pau). Manch, May 24 at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. 
Edwards, Jas, Stoke-upon-Trent, Grocer. Pet April 25. Birm, May 9 at 
12. Smith, Birm. 

Fairhall, Joseph, Minster, Kent, Farm Bailiff. 
May 12 at il. Hayward, Rochester. 

F — a Birm, Traveller. Pet April 21. Birm,June6 at 10. Sargent, 


venen Benj, Wakefield, Carrier. 
Stocks, Wakefield 

Greenfield, Isaac, Wragby, York, Stonemason. Pet April 23. Pontefract, 
May 3 at1l. Hutton, Pontefract. 

Hirst, Richd, Huddersfield, Comm Agent. Pet April 22. Leeds, May 12 
atll. Barker & Sons, Huddersfield, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Johnson, Wm, Harborne, Stafford, Soap Manufacturer. Pet April 13. 
Birm, May 20 at 12. Ryland & Martineau, Birm. 

Kay, Robt, Todmorden, York, Cotton Manufacturer. Pet April 22. Leeds, 
May 12 at 11. Stansfield, Todmorden, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Lee, Anthony, Kirkby- -in- Ashfield, Nottingham, Wheelwright. Pet April 
22. Alfreton, May 4 atl. Deverill, Nottingham. 


Pet April 23. South 


Pet April 12 
Pet April 21. 


Sheerness, 


Pet April 22. Wakefield, May 7 at 12. 


in we Benj, Kingston-upon-Hull, Hosier, Adj April 14. Leeds, May 
lat 12, 
Linstead, Geo, Norwich, Coal Dealer. Pet April 22. Norwich, May 9 at 


11. Emerson, Norwich. 

Lobb, Wm, St Neot, Cornwall. Adj July 9, 1862, Liskeard, May 17 
at 10. Hingston, Liskeard. 

Meakln, John, Macclesfield, Tea Dealer. Pet ion 22. Manch, May 11 
at 12. Higginbotham & Barclay, Macclesfield 
Milner, John, Heanor, Derby, Lace ‘Manufacturer. Pet April 13 (for pau). 
Derby, May 12 at 12. Leech, Derby. 

Needham, Richd, Bakewell, Derby, Horse Dealer. Pet April 22. Bake- 
well, May 10 at 12. Neale, Matlock. 

Olive, Michael, Falmouth, Watchmaker. Pet April 22. Exeter, May 
6 at ll. Jenkins, Penrith, and Terrell, Exeter. 

Redman, Thos, Aston Blank, Gloucester, Surveyor of Roads. Pet April 
19. Bristol, May 8 at 11. Chesshyre, Cheltenham, and Press & 
Inskip, Bristol. 

Richardson, Kichd, Kingston-upon-Hull, Lighter Owner. 
Kingston-upon-Hull, May 11 at 12. Eaton & Beilby, Hull. 

Sanderson, Benj, Little Moor, Pudsey, York, Cordwainer. Pet April 22. 
Bradford, May 6 at 10. Harle, Leeds. 

Shaw, Joseph, Castle Northwich, Chester, Waterman. Pet April 22. 
Northwich, May 11 at 10. Bent, Castle Northwich. 

Stotter, John, Cambridge, Tailor. Pet April 21. Cambridge, May 5 at 
1, Wayman, Cambridge. 

Strains, Isaac, Lpool, Wine Merchant. Pet April9. Lpool, May 10 at 11. 
Evans & Co, Lpool, and Gole, Lime-st, London. 

Thorp, John, Repton, Derby, Farmer. Pet April 13 (for pau). Derby, 
May 12 at 12. Leech, Derby. 

Townsend, John, Shelf, nr Halifax, Grocer. Pet April21. Leeds, May 
12 at 11. Terry & Watson, Bradford, and Bond & Barwick, Leeds. 

Walker, Louisa, Wolverhampton, Grocer, Adj April 18. Wolverhamp- 
ton, May 9 at 12, 

Warden, Thos, Bilston, Stafford, Plumber. 
ton, May 9 at 12. Ward, Wolverhampton. 

Weighill, Jas, Manch, Plumber. Pet April 5 (for pau). Manch, May 
24 at 9.30. ardner, Manch, 

Whork, Jas, Manch, Poulterer. Pet April 12 (for pau). Manch, May 24 

at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. 

Wickett, Chas, Lge} nrLpool, Musician. Pet April 21. Lpool, May 
9at3. Henry, 

Wilkie, pitar well Robt, Landport, ec Baker. Pet April 20. Ports- 
mouth, March 7 at 1). Paffard, Portsea. 

Willcox, Thos Percival, Bristol, Builder. Pet April 21. Bristol, May 6 at 
il. Brittan & Son, Bristol. 

Williams, John, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Builder. Pet April 21. Aberdare, 
May 10 at 1). Plews, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Yeadon, Hudson, Edwin Yeadon, John Yeadon, & Saml Yeadon, jun, 
Leeds, Patent Heald Makers. Pet April 22, Leeds, May 12 at il. 


Pet April 20. 


Pet April 22. Wolverhamp- 





BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farrar, April 22, 1864. 
Crawford, John, Lpool, Wholesale Stationer. April 20. 
ToEspaY, April 26, 1864. 
Barton, Hy Augustus, Cursitor-st, Middx. April 23. 
Nicholls, Joseph, Dudley, Attorney’s Clerk. April 5. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
April 22.—By Mr. R. J. Kemp. 
Coprnets. mar houses, Nos. 2 to 5, Providence-place, Kentish-town—Sold 


for £1, 

Freehold “a em jonni aa being Nots, ee 
poor Berg nage Fe , situate and 0 19, 
City—Sold for £12,200. 

Freehold estates, known as Cooke’s and Dewitt’s, situate in the parish of 
St. John, in the island of Antigua, West Indies, comprising upwards of 
500 acres, together with the manager’s house, boiling and curing houses, 
cattle and mule pens, windmill, &c.—Sold for £1 

Lease of a dwelling-house and premises, situate and being No, 43, Gray’s- 
inn-road, together with the goodwill of the business; held for an unex- 
pired term of 17 years from Lady-day last, at a ground-fent of £38 £38 
iw annum—Sold aed _ n ene zt 

199 £10 shares in the lord Hotel y ( oe #4 
per share paid-up)—Sold from £2 17s. 6d. etc ‘ 

By Messrs. BroaD, Pritcnarp, ® odie shog yy 

Leasehold Be Anon being No. 78, Wimpole-street, Cavendish-square, 
together with 3-stall stable, coach-house, and worksh in the rear; 
term, 35 years from April, 1857, at a grount-rent of 280 per annum ; 
let at £140 per annum—Sold for £1,200. 

April 26.—By Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrraip, 

Freehold house, No. 20, Steward-street, Spitaiflelds; let for a term at £30 
per annum.—Sold for £670. 

Freehold house, No. 19, Steward-street ; let fora term at £33 per annum 
—Sold for £630. 

Freehold house, No. 18, Steward-street ; let for a term at £22 per annum 
Sold for £490. 

rane house, No. 15, Stewart-street ; let at £32 per annum—Sold for 
£61 

Pigehoi house, No. 14, Steward-street ; let at £35 per annum—Sold for 

610. 

Freehold house, No. 13, Steward-street; let for a term at £22 per annum 
—Sold for £460. 

Freehold, two houses, Nos. 11 and 12, Steward-street ; let for a term at 
£49 per annum—Sold for £930. 

Freehold, two houses, No. 5, Steward-street, and No. 47, Gun-street; let 
for a term at £55 per annum —Sold for £710. 

— plot of building land, situate at Tottenham, Middlesex—Sold for 


0. 
Freehold, two plots of building land adjoining —Sold for £90 each, 
April 27.—By Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousrisup. 

Freehold warehouse, situate in Artillery-street, Spitalfields ; let for aterm 
at £6 per annum—Sold for £490, 

Freehold public-house, known as the Cock and Hoop, situate and 
No. 1, Gun-street, Spitalfields; let for a term, at £40 per @ 
for £i 600. 

Freehold, two dwelling-houses, being Nos. 8 and 9, Gun-street, Spital- 
fields ; let for a term, at £16 16s, per annum—Sold for 2” 

Freehold, two dwelling-houses, being Nos. 39 and 40, Gun-street; let for 
a term at £18 per annum—Sold for £630, 

ag op house, being No. 38, Gun-street; let at £20 per annum.—édid 

for £430 

Freehold premises, fronting Gun-street, consisting of a shed with wares 
house over ; also a warehouse with loft over adjoining; let at £12 per 
annum—Sold for £670. 

Freehold dwelling-house,’ being No, 35, Gun-street; let at £20 per an 
num—Sold for £400 

Freehold, two dwelling-houses, being Nos. 33 & 34, Gun-street; let a 
£16 per annum—Sold for £710. 

Freehold premises, situate in Forte-street, Spitalfields, consisting of the 
Gun & Tent public-house, and house and "shop adjoining; let for a term 
at £44 per annum—Sold for £1,600. 

Freehold house, being No. 5, Forte-street, Spitalfields ; let for a term a 
£30 per annum—Sold for £620 

April 27. —By Mr. W. Moxon, 

Freehold carcase, situate at the corner of Phillips-street, Westminster— 
Sold for £3,300. 

Freehold, two carcases, adjoining above—Sold for £5,100. 

A reversionary interest in one-seventh of po and £649 13s. 34, Thre 
per Cent. Consolidated Annuities—Sold for £105. 

By Mr. Woopwaagp. 

Leasehold residence, known as Park-cottage, situate in Thorhill-road, 
Barnsbury-park ; term, 90 years from December, 1840, a7 ground-rent 
of £4 per annum—Sold for £1,040. 

Leasehold house, with garden and two workshops, situate and noeg S> No. 
16, Barnsbury-row, Park-road, Islington; term, 96 
sum mer-day, 1821; ground-rent, £4 per annum for £300, 

iaciledl AS — Sy Sam Buckxianp & Sons. 
reeho! rm, cont ing about 64 acres, with a cottage and homestead, 
situate at Stanwell, Middlesex—Sold for £4,140, 

By 7: be gp Boors. 
Four freehold cottages and land, containing abont 5a. 3r., situate at 
Shoulder of Mutton-green, near the Dover high road, Kent ; lot ab AAT 
per annum—Sold for £350. 





AT GARRAWAY’S. 
April 22.—By Mr. A. Ricwaxps, 
Freehold dwelling-house, workshops, &c., situate at Ponder’s End, Middle- 


sex ; estimated annual value, 248. —S8old tor £400, 
April 26.—By Mr, G. A. ‘Boows. 
Lease and goodwill of the King’s Head house, Bow-road— Sold for 


£3,110, 





518 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


April 30, 1864 








egal and General Aife Assurance 


Society, 


10, FLEET STREET, LONDON, EC. 





TRUSTEES. 


Tue Ricut How. Sir THOMAS ERSKINE. 

Tae Ricut Hon. Sm J. L. KNIGHT BRUCE, Lord Justice, 
Taz Hon. Sim WILLIAM PAGE WOOD, Vice-Chancellor. 
Tus Hon. Mr. JUSTICE WILLIAMS. 


Tae Hon. Sir GEORGE ROSE. 

KENYON STEVENS PARKER, Esq., Q.C., Examiner in Chancery. 
EDWARD SMITH BIGG, Esq. 

ROBERT BAYLY FOLLETT, Esq., Taxing Master in Chancery. 


DIRECTORS, 


AUSTIN, CHARLES, Esq., Q.C. 
BEAUMONT, JAMES, Esq. 

BIGG, EDWARD SMITH, Esq. 

BOLTON, JOHN HENRY, Esq. 

BRODERIP, FRANCIS, Esq. 

BRUCE, The Lord Justice SIR J. L. KNIGHT. 
CHANNELL, The Hon. Mr. BARON. 
CHICHESTER, J. H. R., Esq. 

COOKSON, WILLIAM STRICKLAND, Esq. 
DUGMORE, WILLIAM, Esq., Q.C. 

EVANS, JOHN, Esq., Q.C. 





FRERE, BARTLE JOHN LAURIE, Esq. 
GOULBURN, Mr. Serjeant. 

LAMB, GEORGE, Esq. 

LEMAN, JAMES, Esq. 

PARKER, KENYON §., Esq., Q.C. 
PEMBERTON, EDWARD, LEIGH, Esq. 
RIDDELL, Sir WALTER BUCHANAN, Esq. 
ROSE, The Hon. SIR GEORGE. 
SCADDING, EDWIN WARD, Esq. 
SMITH, MONTAGUE, Esq., Q.C., M.P. 
TILSON, THOMAS, Esq. 


FOLLET™, ROBERT BAYLY, Esq., Taxing Master in Chancery. 

Capital invested in the names of the Trustees ee ¥ £1,318,184 

Share Capital - oe Fe £1,000,000 

Less, paid up and included in the above sum 160,935 
839,065 
165,000 
3,513,069 
425,000 
941,012 
176,890 


Annual Income from Investments and Premiums (increasing yearly) 

Total Sum assured by existing Policies oo 

Total Reversionary Bonus added thereto ., 

Claims paid on Policies oe ee 

Bonus paid to Policy-holders oe 


No extra Premium required for residence in any part of the world distant more than 33 degrees from the Equator. 

Whole World Policies granted on payment of a single extra Premium of Ten Shillings per cent, when the Directors are 
satisfied that the Life Assured is at the time within the limits allowed by the ordinary Policies of the Society, and has then no intention of going beyond 
them, and that his occupations are not likely to lead him beyond them, or to be more than ordinarily hazardous. 

Policies protected from dispute. The age of the person Assured, and other necessary particulars, admitted at the time of issuing the Policy. 

Four-fifths, or 80 per cent., of the Profits allotted to the Assured every fifth year. 


SPECIMEN OF BONUS ADDED TO POLICIES. 





} 
No. of Policy. Amount Assured. Bonus Paid. | Year of Death. Age when Assured, 


£ Years. 
1,224 1857 40 
1,157 1857 45 
1,693 1857 44 
771 1858 68 
1,742 1858 
2,091 1859 
1,433 1860 
1,438 1860 
1,149 1860 
907 1861 
1,180 1862 
318 1862 
1,899 1862 


! 
| 


982 5,000 
1,558 5,000 
6 5,000 
941 2,500 
646 5,000 
13 5,000 
831 5,000 
870 4,000 
643 3,000 
5,000 
5,000 
1,000 
5,000 




















The Bonus may, at the option of the Assured, be applied in reduction of annual premiums. which have been thereby reduced 25 per cent., or 
surrendered for a cash payment. 

No loss of Bonus in case of death before the division of profits, a Bonus being paid for cach y2ar since the last division, at the rate of the last 
Bonus, 

Loans granted to the full surrender value of the Policies without charge, except for the stamp-duty of 2s. 6d. per cent. 

Forms of Proposal, and all further information, including a copy of the Society’s Accounts, to be had on application by letter, or in person to 


JOHN NETTLETON, Sceretary, 
10, Fleet-street, London. 








